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The Senate met at 9:45 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. STEVENS).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

King of our lives, in sunshine or in
shadows, we belong to You. You speak
to us in both our moments of joy and
sadness. We hear Your whispers
through our pain. You prepare the
earth for harvest and Your rivers never
run dry.

In an uncertain world, we can turn to
You for security. Thank You for for-
giving us and for chasing away our
gloom. You confuse those who seek to
harm us, and You shield us with Your
amazing grace and love.

Continue to guide and bless our Sen-
ators. Give them a peace more pro-
found than anything the world can
offer. Use them to bless our Nation and
world. Keep them from temptation and
deliver them from evil, for the king-
dom, the power, and the glory belong
to You. Amen.

——
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The PRESIDENT pro tempore led the

Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.

——————

SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, today we
will begin a period of morning business
for up to 60 minutes. The majority will
control the first half of that time and
the minority will control the remain-

Senate

ing second half. Following the 1 hour of
morning business, the Senate will re-
sume the pending intelligence reform
legislation.

I do once again congratulate the
chairman and ranking member, Sen-
ators COLLINS and LIEBERMAN, for their
opening remarks yesterday. I am
pleased we are now underway on this
historic bill. We had a good start yes-
terday. We had a number of Members
participating in the debate yesterday.
Three amendments were offered, and
they are now pending.

It would be my hope we could con-
tinue to make progress on the bill over
the course of today, continue the good
progress from yesterday and dispose of
a number of amendments in addition to
the ones that have been offered. Thus,
we can expect votes over the course of
the day on the intelligence reform
amendments.

As is usual on a Tuesday, we will be
breaking from 12:30 to 2:15 for the
weekly policy luncheons. Again, as I
mentioned yesterday, as we all know,
we have scheduling challenges over the
course of the week during the nights,
which in many ways is good because it
means we absolutely must focus, begin-
ning right up front in the morning, and
work through the day to process the
bill, to process amendments, and to, of
course, vote.

Again, I think every evening this
week there are major commitments by
both caucuses and the caucuses work-
ing together. Thus, we really abso-
lutely must continue to work aggres-
sively over the course of the day. There
are a lot of people with a whole range
of amendments to offer. We have had a
long time for people to both now look
at the bill but also, since late July, to
have Senators and their staffs address
the important issues and the rec-
ommendations which were made public
in late July by the 9/11 Commission and
since that time through a lot of hear-
ings during August in the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee that had a

superb markup where a number of
amendments were offered, debated, and
adopted.

It gave the Senators on that com-
mittee the opportunity to highlight
the important issues, to dispose of a
number of them, but also, I believe, to
make it so on the floor, when we ad-
dress amendments that are similar to
and in some cases maybe even the same
amendments, we can deal with those in
very expeditious ways since so much
groundwork has been laid.

I am going to encourage, with the
leadership on both sides of the aisle,
the managers to gather these amend-
ments just as soon as possible. All 100
Senators need to recognize that we
have very few days, really just a few
more than a handful of days, before we
depart on October 8. Although we have
dealt with many of these issues over
the last several days and weeks, it is
critical that we see the amendments so
we can plan out the next several days
on the bill. I have encouraged all of our
colleagues to bring those amendments
to the managers today, this morning.

With that, I will close my remarks
and turn to the Democratic leader ei-
ther for general comments or com-
ments on the course of the week.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
minority leader is recognized.

———

INTELLIGENCE REFORM AND
SCHEDULE

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I con-
firm the schedule as Senator FRIST has
laid it out. The majority leader has
been very clear about the intent that
we both have to try to finish this work
as quickly yet as thoroughly as we can.
I would hope that we could work on a
finite list. I would hope that we could
reach time agreements on amend-
ments. This is a piece of legislation
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that should be familiar to all Senators.
It has been out there. The committee
has done very good and deliberative
work on both sides. It has been one of
the better demonstrations of the co-
operation that we used to take for
granted around here. I would hope that
we could continue to show that same
level of cooperation as we work
through this bill.

I reiterate my strong support for
what the majority leader has noted. He
may have said this, and I just didn’t
catch it, but I know we have to take up
some expiring legislation this week.
We have a CR. We have a transpor-
tation bill. We have TANF. All of that
has to be addressed this week as well.
It is my hope that we can get agree-
ments on those and not devote a good
deal of time on the Senate floor to
those and keep our focus first on 9/11
and then other agreements we could
get on appropriations bills. We will
work throughout the day to clarify the
schedule with regard to those bills.

———

ENSURING A STRONG FARM
CREDIT SYSTEM

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the
Farm Credit System is a nationwide
network of borrower-owned financial
institutions consisting of four farm-
credit banks, one agricultural-credit
bank, and nearly 100 locally owned
farm-credit associations.

These institutions were created as a
result of the 1916 Farm Credit Act,
whose fundamental purpose was to es-
tablish a network of government-spon-
sored enterprises that would provide
America’s farmers and ranchers with a
reliable source of credit at fair and
competitive interest rates.

Over the years, the Farm Credit Sys-
tem has provided critical credit and re-
lated services to farmers, ranchers,
rural homeowners, farm-related busi-
nesses, and cooperatives, including
rural utilities.

In fact, the Farm Credit System pro-
vides over $90 billion in loans to more
than a half-a-million producers, agri-
business, and agricultural coopera-
tives. Overall, more than 25 percent of
the credit needs of American agri-
culture are met by these important
farm credit institutions.

These institutions have the unique
attribute of being organized as cooper-
ative businesses, each owned by its
member-borrower stockholders, who
have the right to participate in direc-
tor elections and vote on issues im-
pacting business operations.

One of the largest farm-credit insti-
tutions serving South Dakota is Farm
Credit Services of America, or FCSA.
FCSA also provides services in Iowa,
Nebraska, and Wyoming, and it holds
nearly $8 billion in assets, which is
about 8 percent of the entire Farm
Credit System portfolio.

On July 30, the board of FCSA ap-
proved an agreement to be acquired by
the Rabobank Group, a Dutch banking
giant and international farm lender.
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The agreement is subject to approval
by the regulatory agency which over-
sees these institutions—the Farm Cred-
it Administration or FCA. It is also
subject to stockholder approval and
the expiration or termination of anti-
trust waiting periods.

Under the agreement, FCSA would
become a wholly-owned subsidiary of
Rabobank and would seek to exit the
Farm Credit System under the termi-
nation provisions of the FCA’s regula-
tions.

FCSA has over 51,000 farmer and
rancher customers—thousands of which
are in my State of South Dakota.

Having spent a great deal of time in
South Dakota over the past few
months, I can say without any doubt
that this proposed sale of one of our
leading Farm Credit System institu-
tions to a foreign bank has created a
whirlwind of confusion and uncer-
tainty.

While the tentative deal would pay
producer-members $600 million in pa-
tronage, FCSA would also have to pay
the Federal Government an $800 mil-
lion ‘‘exit fee,” which is required
should a member-institution pull out
of the system.

The $800 million would go to the sys-
tem’s insurance fund. If the agreement
is approved, FCSA would no longer
exist.

At the same time, another banking
interest—AgStar, which is also part of
the Farm Credit System, and which op-
erates out of Minnesota—has also
sought to enter into a merger with
FCSA.

Under AgStar’s proposal, the new,
merged AgStar would pay producers-
owners $650 million in patronage—a
full $50 million more than the
Rabobank offer.

Plus, AgStar would not have to pay
the $800 million termination fee that
the Rabobank deal would require.

Finally, AgStar would make a com-
mitment to provide future patronage
payments to farmers and rancher-own-
ers.

Looking solely at these figures, the
Babobank offer appears questionable.
But a decision like this should not be
taken lightly, and more time is needed
to fully analyze all the facts and deter-
mine what would be in the best inter-
est of the producer-owners of FCSA,
and in the best interest of the overall
Farm Credit System.

Senator JOHNSON and I have sought
to ensure that public hearings on these
matters be held by both the FCA and
the appropriate committees in Con-
gress.

The FCA has said that they will hold
at least one meeting or hearing. In ad-
dition, the first of what I hope could be
several congressional hearings will be
held by a House Agriculture Sub-
committee tomorrow.

Unfortunately, the current time line
under which the Farm Credit Adminis-
tration must operate would require a
decision within 60 days of FCSA’s sub-
mission of a termination notice—a no-
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tice which could be filed as early as
this week.

If the FCA approves the sale, a final
vote by the FCSA shareholders could
theoretically come before the end of
the year, when Congress will likely be
out of session.

It would be extremely difficult for
the FCA to hold the public meetings or
hearings that many of us think are
needed, and make a thoughtful decision
about the termination, within the ini-
tial 60-day time frame.

That is why, today, Senator JOHNSON
and I are introducing legislation to en-
sure that when a Farm Credit System
institution seeks to leave the system
and terminate its status, the FCA will
hold no less than one public meeting or
hearing in each of the States in which
that institution is chartered.

In this case there would be no less
than one meeting or hearing in South
Dakota, Iowa, Nebraska and Wyoming.

The bill would also require the FCA
to wait at least six months before mak-
ing a decision on the termination re-
quest by the institution—in this case,
FCSA.

At best, the proposed sale of FCSA to
Rabobank raises more questions than
answers.

Farmers and ranchers in South Da-
kota and in the other impacted States
fear they will have to vote on a deal be-
fore studying it and having all the ap-
propriate information they need.

And the Farm Credit Administration,
which is not a large agency, is at risk
of being overburdened by an unrealistic
time line.

A decision to leave the system is
really monumental in the world of
rural credit, and it could have a huge
impact on rural America.

The Farm Credit System has served
our Nation’s rural communities exceed-
ingly well for nearly 90 years.

Before any action is taken that may
jeopardize that impressive record, we
need to ensure that farmers, ranchers,
and rural residents, as well as members
of the FCA, have the time they need to
analyze this profoundly important de-
cision and reach the right conclusion.

I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH). Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business for up to 60 minutes, with the
first 30 minutes under the control of
the majority leader or his designee and
the final 30 minutes under the control
of the Democratic leader or his des-
ignee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.
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INTELLIGENCE REFORM

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, on leader
time—and we will come right into
morning business shortly—I want to
continue on the intelligence reform bill
that is underway and make a very brief
statement. Just a few minutes ago, the
Democratic leader and I urged our col-
leagues to come forward and submit
their amendments. We just had further
discussion with the assistant Demo-
cratic leader. Over the course of the
day, we must see these amendments.

Today, we continue debate on a bill
to overhaul the intelligence commu-
nity of the United States Government.
It is a huge undertaking. The reforms
are the most comprehensive since the
National Security Act of 1947. But
nothing less than the security of the
United States of America is at stake.

We have determined enemies who
will use any means available to take
the lives of as many Americans as pos-
sible. They cheered when the Twin
Towers fell. They dream of even larger
calamities.

They must be stopped. And that re-
quires an intelligence system that
finds them, before they harm us.

Under the leadership of Senator CoOL-
LINS and Senator LIEBERMAN, the Gov-
ernment Affairs Committee has pro-
duced a bill that is worthy of this task.
It was passed unanimously out of com-
mittee.

It has received support from the
White House.

And it is supported by the Senate
leadership.

The Senate will examine this legisla-
tion in a comprehensive and deliberate
manner. We will be focused and expedi-
tious.

We have a unanimous consent agree-
ment that restricts amendments ‘‘to
the subject matter of the bill or related
to the 9/11 Commission recommenda-
tions.”

I urge Senators that if they have, or
are considering, amendments that they
inform or file them with the manager
today.

I am confident we will come to agree-
ment on this package in a timely man-
ner. I know that it is ambitious, but
my hope is that we can complete this
bill by the end of this week. This would
give us time to conference with the
House.

Reforming the executive branch and
the legislative branch is key to im-
proving the security of the American
people and our great Nation.

I am proud to say that we have
worked in a bipartisan manner at every
level, from individual Members,
through committees, to leadership.

We have also worked closely with the
administration, which has embraced
the findings and recommendations of
the 9/11 Commission.

The administration has taken addi-
tional measures to further improve our
counter-terrorism and intelligence ef-
forts. These efforts deserve our praise.

The committee has worked to
produce a bill that addresses funda-
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mental issues facing our intelligence
community. It contains a number of
key recommendations consistent with
the 9/11 report.

First, and most critically, the legis-
lation creates a national intelligence
director with robust budgetary and
personnel authority over the intel-
ligence community.

As recommended by the 9/11 report,
the NID will be the President’s primary
intelligence advisor. This official will
be Senate-confirmed and separate from
the CIA Director. The NID’s primary
mission is to break down stovepipes,
and knit the intelligence agencies into
an agile and effective network.

The NID will develop and present to
the President the annual budget re-
quest for the National Intelligence Pro-
gram. Critically, the national intel-
ligence director will receive the appro-
priation for the program.

The NID also will have parallel au-
thority over major acquisitions funded
through the appropriations that the
NID will control.

The NID will have the authority to
transfer funds within the National In-
telligence Program. He or she will have
authority to set our intelligence prior-
ities.

The director will set standards for se-

curity, personnel, and information
technology across the intelligence
community.

The director will also play an active
role in selecting the heads of the key
entities in the National Intelligence
Program.

Critically, the legislation requires
the NID to provide intelligence that is
independent of political considerations.
To this end, the legislation establishes
an analytic review unit to provide an
independent and objective evaluation
of the quality of analysis of national
intelligence.

The NID will chair a cabinet-level
Joint Intelligence Community Council.
The purpose of the council is to advise
the NID on setting requirements, fi-
nancial management, and establishing
policies across the intelligence commu-
nity.

The council will help ensure the im-
plementation of a joint, unified na-
tional intelligence effort to protect na-
tional security.

In addition to creating the national
intelligence director post, the com-
mittee bill also establishes the Na-
tional Counter Terrorism Center. Cur-
rently, our intelligence agencies are
not maximally integrated in their ef-
forts against terrorism. The committee
seeks to remedy that through the cre-
ation of the counterterrorism center.
The center will have a directorate of
intelligence—in essence, a national in-
telligence center to integrate intel-
ligence capabilities against terrorism.

The National Counterterrorism Cen-
ter will also have a directorate of plan-
ning to develop interagency
counterterrorism plans, assign agen-
cies’ responsibilities, and monitor im-
plementation.
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The center’s directorate of planning
will concentrate on developing joint
counterterrorism plans, meaning plans
that involve more than one agency.
Such planning will be at both the stra-
tegic level, such as ‘“‘winning hearts
and minds” in the Muslim world, and
at an operational level, such as hunt-
ing for bin Laden.

In addition to these two major re-
forms—the national intelligence direc-
tor and the counterterrorism center—
the legislation also includes provisions
to strengthen the FBI and transform
the CIA’s capabilities.

The legislation before us is com-
prehensive. It is ambitious. And it con-
tains the reforms that are critical to
strengthening the intelligence commu-
nity and protecting our country.

I am confident that this overhaul of
our intelligence community—the larg-
est since 1947—and the pending over-
haul of the Senate oversight of intel-
ligence—the largest in three decades—
will make our country safer and more
secure. We have no higher responsi-
bility to our fellow Americans than
protecting the homeland. Our lives, our
freedoms, our liberties are at stake.

We have made tremendous progress
in the days since 9/11. We’ve taken a
hard look at our intelligence system,
what it did right, where it went wrong.
Many dedicated men and women have
spent countless hours examining the
facts and finding ways to fix the sys-
tem. I am confident that the United
States Senate will do our part to de-
fend the homeland and make America
more secure.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

———
WELFARE REFORM

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
will be offering a unanimous consent
request to try to move forward on wel-
fare reform and try to move this vi-
tally important issue that affects mil-
lions of Americans out of the Senate
and toward passage of an extension.
Today, the House is going to pass an
extension, and I hope we will also.

I think it is unfortunate that we are
left in the position that we are not able
to pass a welfare reform bill in the Sen-
ate, in spite of the fact that an amend-
ment on the underlying bill passed $1.2
billion in new daycare spending. That
has always been the mantra of those
who oppose welfare reform and work
requirements, that there wasn’t
enough money for daycare. Yet $1.2 bil-
lion was added to the welfare bill, and
we had attempt after attempt to move
that bill to conference. So far, we have
not been able to do so. As a result, we
are here for another extension.

We have had several extensions over
the last 2 years. The problem with
these extensions—let me make this
point—is that the current welfare sys-
tem was put into place in 1996. It had
very tough work requirements. It had
work requirements that were tied to
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caseload reduction. What happened is
we have had such a successful program
over the last 8 years that almost all of
the States have met their caseload re-
duction and therefore no longer have
work requirements.

So what we are seeing is that gradu-
ally, slowly, a lot of these States that
have reduced their caseload are falling
back under work requirement—mnot re-
quiring work and not requiring the
transformative value that this new
welfare system that was put into place
in 1996 has given to millions of women
and children in poverty over the last 8
years. If we just continue the 1996 bill,
which was great in its time—it
achieved what it wanted to achieve and
needed to achieve. Now we need to
ratchet it up to make sure the work re-
quirement is maintained and that we
are still moving people out of poverty
into work. So this extension I am going
to offer does not accomplish that. That
is disappointing.

I hope to later on maybe offer an op-
portunity to go to conference, but for
now, I want to offer a unanimous con-
sent request to extend the current wel-
fare bill for another 6 months and add
two minor provisions that the Senator
from Indiana, Mr. BAYH, and I have
been working on now for quite some
time in a bipartisan fashion.

The two provisions deal with father-
hood, money that was not provided in
the 1996 Welfare Act to encourage re-
sponsible fatherhood. There is $100 mil-
lion for that provision and also $200
million to do a whole variety of things
to try to educate and encourage re-
sponsible marriage, if you will; respon-
sible fatherhood, responsible marriage,
encourage fathers and mothers who are
having children outside of wedlock.

Let me give at least one example of
how this money could be used. There
was a study done at Princeton Univer-
sity which said that when a mother
would apply for welfare with a child
born out of wedlock, 80 percent of the
mothers who applied for welfare in this
study, done by a liberal professor from
Princeton, said they were in a relation-
ship with the father of the child. When
the father of the child was asked, 80
percent said they were interested in
marriage. So we have a mother and a
father who in 80 percent of these cases
that were studied said they were in a
relationship at the time that welfare
was applied for, which is certainly
after the child’s birth, and they were
interested in marriage. Yet within a
year’s time, less than 10 percent of
those couples were together.

The point here is that Government
does nothing, other than attach the fa-
ther’s wages for child support, to en-
courage that relationship or help that
relationship prosper. All we are inter-
ested in is getting the money out of the
hide of the father, which is not nec-
essarily what nurtures a relationship.

All we are suggesting is that if a
mother and a father come in and say,
yes, we are in a relationship, and, yes,
we are interested in marriage at the
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time we are having this child, cannot
the Government do something to help
that situation? It is a very difficult
time in these two young people’s lives.
They are going through a 1lot of
stresses and strains. It is hard enough
to have a child when you are married,
much less when you are not married,
and the difficulties associated with
that. Could we pay for counseling?
Could we pay for a faith-based organi-
zation to bring them in and help them
get through these difficult times to
nurture this relationship so the child
of these two parents could have an op-
portunity to have a mother and a fa-
ther in the home in a stable relation-
ship?

If we look at the benefits of mar-
riage, they are overwhelming. Social
scientist after social scientist has
come in to testify before the Finance
Committee in a hearing earlier this
yvear from the left and the right and
they said: There is no argument here,
marriage is beneficial for children.

It is beneficial for children because
they have better school performance
and there are fewer dropouts, fewer
emotional and behavior problems, less
substance abuse, less abuse and ne-
glect, less criminal activity, fewer out-
of-wedlock births. Everything we look
at, marriage is a benefit to children.
Why is the Government neutral on
marriage? Why, if a couple is inter-
ested in marriage, can’t we at least
provide them some of the resources
they need to build that relationship in-
stead of just saying: Here is childcare
dollars; if you want to get married,
that is fine, we don’t really care one
way or the other; here are your
childcare dollars and here are your
whatever other dollars and that is all
we care about. That is a short-term
help for moms and children, but to
have a stable, loving father and mother
relationship is the best long-term help
we can provide. But we do nothing. We
are silent.

What we are proposing here is to try
to do something to provide some re-
sources through responsible fatherhood
programs to—in this case, these pro-
grams are trying to bring in fathers
who have not been involved in their
children’s lives—find mentoring pro-
grams and other programs funded
through the nonprofit arena to help
bring fathers back into the lives of
their children. Children need moms and
dads, and responsible mothers and re-
sponsible fathers are optimal. Senator
BAYH has been a leader on this issue,
along with Senator DOMENICI. I have
worked also to try to get more respon-
sible fathers back into the lives of
their children.

Look at the statistics when it comes
to fathers involved in children’s lives:
A child is two times more likely to
abuse drugs if the father is not in the
home, two times more likely to be
abused if the father is not in the home,
two times more likely to be involved in
crime, three times more likely to fail
in school, three times more likely to
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commit suicide, and five times more
likely to be in poverty. That is what
fatherlessness does to children.

This extension I am asking for is a
straight extension, no other changes,
simply two modifications: One, $100
million to help bring fathers back into
the lives of these children to help im-
prove some of these horrendous statis-
tics we see here, and, two, to simply
have some support where Government
is no longer neutral, I would argue
even against by enabling, if you will—
I won’t say survival because it is be-
yond that—but enabling women and
children to go forward without fathers.
You can make an argument it is be-
yond neutral, that we are empowering
through Government money mothers
not to need fathers as much as they did
before all these programs were out
here.

What we are saying is let’s at least, if
they express an interest in marriage,
see if we can help them through this
process. It is a straight extension, plus
$100 million for fatherhood and $200
million for marriage programs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the im-
mediate consideration of Calendar No.
714, S. 2830; that the bill be read a third
time and passed and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table, and
that any statements relating to the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, we on this side
note the intentions of the Senator from
Pennsylvania. The two programs he
talks about extending certainly have
merit. I think if we had the oppor-
tunity to discuss them, offer amend-
ments, and debate them, we could com-
plete that very quickly.

The problem is that during the con-
sideration of the welfare bill in March,
the Senate passed a bipartisan amend-
ment by a vote of 78 to 20 to put in $6
billion in childcare funding. It is my
understanding the amendment my
friend from Pennsylvania offers does
not include that.

My question is, why should we create
two new programs untested—but they
appear to have some merit—without
extending additional resources for
childcare, something we know the Sen-
ate agrees to and we know parents need
to succeed in the workplace?

I ask my friend, will the Senator
modify his request to include the
Snowe-Dodd amendment? If this were
done, I think we could move forward on
this very quickly.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
would be willing to offer another unan-
imous consent request to take care of
the very issue the Senator from Nevada
has mentioned, which is I will offer an-
other unanimous consent request to
simply go to conference on the bill that
is still pending in the Senate that has
the $1.2 billion in the Dodd-Snowe
amendment and send it to conference,
and let’s get this bill done.
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So I am willing to go to conference
on that bill. In fact, if we can first dis-
pense with this first unanimous con-
sent request, I would be happy to offer
a second one.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the first unanimous con-
sent request?

Mr. REID. To the second?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To the
first.

Mr. REID. To the first? Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. SANTORUM. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to the
immediate consideration of Calendar
No. 305, H.R. 4; the committee sub-
stitute be agreed to; the bill, as amend-
ed, be read a third time and passed; and
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table. I further ask consent that
the Senate insist upon its amendment,
request a conference with the House,
and the Chair be authorized to appoint
conferees.

This is the welfare bill the Senator
from Nevada described, the bill with
$1.2 billion in new child care funding
per year in mandatory spending. We
have had this thing bound up in the
Senate. The Senator asked would I be
willing to amend my request. I have, in
essence, done that.

Now we can send this bill to con-
ference. We can start working on it
with the House and maybe we can get
a new welfare bill instead of having an
extension, which I would agree with
the Senator from Nevada is not ade-
quate because, in the eyes of the Sen-
ator, it does not provide enough
daycare money. I would say it is not
adequate because it does not require
work anymore. Most States in the
country now do not have to have work
requirements because of the way the
1996 law was written.

I agree with the Senator, this is the
better solution. So I ask that unani-
mous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. I did not quite get what
the unanimous consent was.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
would be happy to read it again, but in
essence it is to take the bill on the cal-
endar now, which has the Snowe-Dodd
amendment in it.

Mr. REID. H.R. 4?

Mr. SANTORUM. H.R. 4. And send it
to conference and ask for a conference
with the House.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, we have the
timeline on this bill so it is unneces-
sary to go through it. I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the
RECORD as to what has happened.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

BILL SUMMARY AND STATUS
H.R. 4—WELFARE EXTENSION

2/13/2003, 2:35 p.m.: H. Amdt. 2—On agreeing
to the Kucinich amendment (A001) Failed by
recorded vote: 124-300 (Roll No. 27).
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2/13/2003, 2:38 p.m.: H. Amdt. 3—Amendment
(A002) in the nature of a substitute offered
by Mr. Cardin (consideration: CF H530—546,
H547-550; text: CR Hb530-542. Amendment in
the nature of a substitute sought to expand
state flexibility to provide training and edu-
cation, increase to 70 percent the number
that are required to be engaged in work re-
lated activities, provide states with an em-
ployment credit, maintain the current par-
ticipation requirement, maintain the time
limit on Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) benefits, increase child
care funding by $11 billion over the next 5
years, and remove barriers to serving legal
immigrants.

2/13/2003, 3:49 p.m.: H. Amdt. 3—On agreeing
to the Cardin amendment (A002) Failed by
recorded vote: 197-225 (Roll No. 28).

2/13/2003, 3:50 p.m.: Mr. Cardin moved to re-
commit with instructions to Ways and
Means (consideration: CR H550-552; text: CR
H550).

2/13/2003, 4:15 p.m.: On motion to recommit
with instructions Failed by the Yeas and
Nays: 197-221 (Roll No. 29).

2/13/2003, 4:21 p.m.: On passage Passed by
the Yeas and Nays: 230-192 (Roll No. 30) (text:
CR H499-513).

2/13/2003, 4:21 p.m.: Motion to reconsider
laid on the table Agreed to without objec-
tion.

2/13/2003: Received in the Senate and Read
twice and referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

9/10/2003: Committee on Finance. Ordered
to be reported with an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute favorably (Markup re-
port: National Journal, CQ).

10/3/2003: Committee on Finance. Reported
by Senator Grassley with an amendment in
the nature of a substitute. With written re-
port No. 108-162. Minority views filed.

10/3/2003: Placed on Senate Legislative Cal-
endar under General Orders. Calendar No.
305.

3/29/2004: Measure laid before Senate (con-
sideration: CR S3219-3254, S32566-3278; text of
measure as reported in Senate: CR S3219-
3254).

3/29/2004: S. Amdt. 2937—Amendment SA
2937 proposed by Senator Grassley for Sen-
ator Snowe (consideration: CR S3260, S3273—
3274). To provide additional funding for child
care.

3/30/2004: Considered by Senate (consider-
ation: CR S3324-3345).

3/30/2004: S. Amdt. 2937—Considered by Sen-
ate (consideration: SR S3324, S3334-3335).

3/30/2004: S. Amdt. 2937—Amendment SA
2937 agreed to in Senate by Yea-Nay Vote.
78-20. Record Vote No. 64.

3/30/2004: S. Amdt. 2945—Amendment SA
2945 proposed by Senator Boxer (consider-
ation: CR S3336-3345; text: CR S3336). To
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
to provide for an increase in the Federal
minimum wage.

3/30/2004: Cloture motion on the committee
substitute amendment presented in Senate
(consideration: CR S3359; text: CR S3359).

3/31/2004: Considered by Senate (consider-
ation: CR S3407-3448).

3/31/2004: S. Amdt. 2945—Considered by Sen-
ate (consideration: CR S3407).

4/1/2004: Considered by Senate (consider-
ation: CR S3529-3538, S3544-355T).

4/1/2004: S. Amdt. 2945—Considered by Sen-
ate (consideration: CR S3529).

4/1/2004: Cloture motion on the committee
substitute amendment not invoked in Senate
by Yea-Nay Vote. 51-47. Record Vote No. 65
(consideration: CR S3538).

Mr. REID. Mr. President, at the time
the debate was going forward on this
most important bill, an amendment
was offered by the Senator from Cali-
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fornia dealing with minimum wage.
Immediately, cloture was filed. Cloture
was not invoked.

We would have no problem going for-
ward with the bill prior to going to
conference, assuming the Senate seeks
to resume H.R. 4 in the status it was
when it was pulled from the floor
which is, of course, the pendency of the
Boxer amendment. So I ask my friend,
the distinguished Senator from Penn-
sylvania, to modify his unanimous con-
sent to allow us to proceed with H.R. 4
on the floor with the Boxer amendment
pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. I say to the Sen-
ator from Nevada that on March 30, I
did that. I actually proposed the unani-
mous consent to allow a vote in rela-
tion to the Boxer amendment, with a
substitute offered by Senator McCON-
NELL on the issue of minimum wage,
which I know was an important issue
at the time of this discussion. I offered
that unanimous consent so we could
move forward and dispose of those two
amendments and then move the bill to
conference, and that was objected to.

There was objection to the extension
with some minor modifications to help
marriage and fatherhood. There was an
objection to a unanimous consent that
puts $1.2 billion into new child care
funding to go to conference. We have
seen objections—I suspect this will be
objected to again, if I would offer it,
which is an opportunity to have a vote
on minimum wage up or down, and a
vote on our minimum wage proposal up
or down, and then send it to con-
ference.

I do not know how many times one
has to say no to get the idea that
maybe there is something other than
trying to get votes on issues that are of
concern to the minority, that there
might be some underlying concern
about having an extension of the wel-
fare bill or a modification to it, and I
think that is probably where we are.

It is unfortunate because it is impor-
tant to reestablish work requirements.
It is important to give people the best
opportunity to succeed in America. We
have seen, for example, in this country,
as a result of welfare reform which
passed in 1996, the lowest rate of black
poverty in the history of the country,
lowest ever as a result of requiring
work and changing the dynamic in low-
income families in America. So we
have shown success.

It is unfortunate we are not going to
be able to continue that success as a
result of the blocking maneuvers on
the side of the Democrats.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the Senator’s unanimous
consent?

Mr. REID. I have a modification of
the request pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the modification?

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to the modification.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

Mr. REID. I object to the underlying
request and ask the Senator to allow a
clean extension for 6 months of this
most important legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
will object for the moment. I under-
stand the House is working on an ex-
tension right now. We may agree later
today. Certainly, we need to do an ex-
tension and I will check with the lead-
er on that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, prior to my
distinguished friend, the Senator from
Kentucky, taking the floor, I inquire as
to how much time is remaining with
the majority?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
13 minutes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I could
on behalf of Senator DASCHLE yield 15
minutes when our time comes to Sen-
ator KENNEDY, 5 minutes to Senator
DURBIN, and 5 minutes to Senator FEIN-
GOLD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from Kentucky.

———

FOUR-PART PRESIDENTIAL PLAN
FOR IRAQ

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
Presidential campaign is heating up
and after considerable flipping and
flopping, Senator KERRY claims to have
finally presented the American people
with something resembling a firm posi-
tion on Iraq. It is a four-part plan, and
frankly it resembles the plan President
Bush has been pursuing for the last
year and a half. I call it Senator
KERRY’s ‘‘too little too late to gain
credibility’’ plan.

Although Kerry has characterized
the administration’s policy as a fail-
ure, perhaps he simply believes it
would be a success were he the one im-
plementing it. I wonder. Let us take a
look.

The first part of Senator KERRY’S
plan is to ‘‘internationalize because
others must share the burden.” Let’s
leave aside the inconvenient fact that
Senator KERRY has denigrated the 19
countries that participated in the lib-
eration of Iraq or the 34 helping to se-
cure and rebuild that country today as
a “‘trumped up and so-called coalition
of the bribed, the coerced, the bought
and the extorted.”

This from the man who is so con-
fident of his diplomatic skills.

Senator KERRY fails to understand
that no amount of diplomacy will con-
vince the countries whose interests
compete with ours, or the nations that
share our interests but lack our will or
capacity to act, to join our efforts to
bring security and freedom to the Mid-
dle East and the terrorists to their
knees.
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Senator KERRY wants to bring U.S.
troops home within the first 6 months
of his administration. So his plan is
not to share the burden; it is to pass
the buck. But to whom would he pass
the buck?

The Financial Times reported yester-
day that Germany and France will not
send troops to Iraq even if JOHN KERRY
is elected. Indeed, how could Senator
KERRY convince any nation to send
troops to a conflict he himself has
called ‘‘the wrong war at the wrong
time’’?

It would be nice to see the United Na-
tions pulling its own weight once in a
while, but one would have to be living
in a fantasy world to believe that it
will do so. If it continues to allow tyr-
annies like Sudan to chair the Human
Rights Commission, the U.N. will fol-
low the League of Nations into perma-
nent and deserved irrelevance.

The second part of Kerry’s plan is to
“train Iraqis because they must be re-
sponsible for their own security.” Add-
ing further confusion to his incon-
sistent claims that, first, the TU.S.
needs more troops in Iraq, that he
would bring them home within the first
6 months of his administration, and
that this would make America stronger
at home and more respected in the
world, Senator KERRY now claims the
U.S. is not doing enough to train Iraqis
to provide for their own security.

Well, about a year ago I traveled to
Iraq and I stood with GEN David
Petraeus in Mosul where I witnessed
the graduation ceremony of an Iraqi se-
curity force, a unit trained by the 101st
Airborne. I recall being impressed that
so many Iraqis were willing to risk
their lives to help secure their newly
free country.

Petraeus completed his tour as the
commanding general of the 101st Air-
borne in February of this year. After
making sure his soldiers returned safe-
ly to Fort Campbell, KY, Dave
Petraeus received his third star and
went back to Baghdad, where he as-
sumed responsibility for training Iraq’s
army and security forces. He is the
right man for the job and, for me, his
views carry enormous weight. He had
an op-ed in the Washington Post this
past Sunday that I would commend to
my colleagues, in particular the junior
Senator from Massachusetts. In it, he
notes:

Approximately 164,000 Iraqi police and sol-
diers ... and an additional 74,000 facility
protection forces are performing a wide vari-
ety of security missions.

Equipment is being delivered. Training is
on track and increasing in capacity. . . .
Most important, Iraqi security forces are in
the fight, so much so that they are suffering
substantial casualties as they take on more
and more of the burdens to achieve security
in their country.

But he cautions that:

Numbers alone cannot convey the full
story. The human dimension of this effort is
crucial. The enemies of Iraq recognize how
much is at stake as Iraq reestablishes its se-
curity forces. Insurgents and foreign fighters
continue to mount barbaric attacks against
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police stations, recruiting centers and mili-
tary installations. . . . Yet despite the sensa-
tional attacks, there is no shortage of quali-
fied recruits volunteering to join the Iraqi
security forces.

This is David Petraeus.

So it would seem the training of
Iraqis is well underway.

The third part of KERRY’s plan is to
“move forward with reconstruction, be-
cause that’s an important way to stop
the spread of terror.”

I agree. When I spoke with General
Petraeus in Iraq last year, he told me
that: ‘“Money is ammunition,” and
that it was critical to get the Iraqi
economy working again in order to
provide jobs for Iraqis who may other-
wise turn to violence. I returned to
Washington and lobbied my colleagues
to vote for the $87 billion to supply our
troops and for Iraqi reconstruction, be-
cause I had seen firsthand how impor-
tant it was to get Iraq’s economy back
on track.

It is a shame Senator KERRY was not
listening to General Petraeus when he
voted against this $87 billion for our
troops. In fact, Senator KERRY still
does not seem to get it, because he
complained just recently that too
much money was being spent on recon-
struction in Iraq and too little was
being spent in America.

We won the debate on the $87 billion
for our troops and reconstruction in
spite of Senator KERRY’s—and Senator
EDWARDS’—opposition. And although I
am heartened Senator KERRY has come
to appreciate the importance of this
aid, I hope he understands that Presi-
dents, unlike Senators, do not often
get second chances to make crucial de-
cisions.

The fourth and final plan in Senator
KERRY’s plan is to: ‘‘help the Iraqis
achieve a viable government, because
it is up to them to run their own coun-
try.”

You could call this the “Do as I say,
not as I do” plan, because Senator
KERRY may have undermined the credi-
bility of Iraq’s Prime Minister—who
traveled to America to consult with
President Bush, to deliver a speech to a
Joint Session of Congress, and rebut
the criticism of those who believe Iraq
and the world are not better off with
Saddam Hussein in an Iraqi jail.

KERRY’s wrong-headed criticism of
Ayad Allawi—who risks his life every
day to bring peace and democracy to
Irag—was as repugnant as it was
undiplomatic. If a President KERRY
were to treat foreign leaders as dis-
gracefully as he treated Prime Min-
ister Allawi, he would find it difficult
to live up his campaign promise of
being ‘‘more respected in the world.”

Yet, KERRY has already done diplo-
matic damage, in my view. By malign-
ing the judgment of America’s most
important new ally in the Middle East,
Senator KERRY has fired a political
shot that will be heard more loudly in
the streets of Baghdad or Tehran than
in Boston or Orlando. His comments
were intended to undercut President
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Bush’s standing in the eyes of Amer-
ican voters, but they may have the
consequence of undermining Prime
Minister Allawi’s position in Iraq.

If a potential President of the United
States doesn’t take the Iraqi Prime
Minister seriously, why should the ter-
rorists?

Writing about Iraq’s transition from
totalitarianism to democracy, General
Petraeus concluded his op-ed with this
line: It will not be easy, but few worth-
while things are.

Bringing democracy and stability to
the heart of the Middle East is more
than worthwhile. It is a critical compo-
nent of our war against terrorists. For
if we fail to offer an alternative to the
corrupt theocracies and dictatorships
of that region, we will forever be fight-
ing the war against terrorism defen-
sively, making it much more likely
that we will be fighting terrorists in
Chicago and New York than in the cit-
ies where they live and train.

We have an opportunity to fight side
by side with our new Iraqi allies
against the terrorists who share goals
and tactics with those who hijacked
planes on 9/11, who murdered hundreds
of school children in Russia, and who
bombed innocent civilians in Bali,
Istanbul, Riyadh, Madrid, Jerusalem,
and elsewhere. And if we fail to win
this fight it will not be just Prime Min-
ister Allawi’s credibility that suffers,
it will be our own.

Mr. President, I ask that General
Petraeus’s op-ed be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 26, 2004]

BATTLING FOR IRAQ
(By David H. Petraeus)

BAGHDAD.—Helping organize, train and
equip nearly a quarter-million of Iraq’s secu-
rity forces is a daunting task. Doing so in
the middle of a tough insurgency increases
the challenge enormously, making the mis-
sion akin to repairing an aircraft while in
flight—and while being shot at. Now, how-
ever, 18 months after entering Iraq, I see tan-
gible progress. Iraqi security elements are
being rebuilt from the ground up.

The institutions that oversee them are
being reestablished from the top down. And
Iraqi leaders are stepping forward, leading
their country and their security forces cou-
rageously in the face of an enemy that has
shown a willingness to do anything to dis-
rupt the establishment of the new Iraq.

In recent months, I have observed thou-
sands of Iraqis in training and then watched
as they have conducted numerous oper-
ations. Although there have been reverses—
not to mention horrific terrorist attacks—
there has been progress in the effort to en-
able Iraqis to shoulder more of the load for
their own security, something they are keen
to do. The future undoubtedly will be full of
difficulties, especially in places such as
Fallujah. We must expect setbacks and rec-
ognize that not every soldier or policeman
we help train will be equal to the challenges
ahead.

Nonetheless, there are reasons for opti-
mism. Today approximately 164,000 Iraqi po-
lice and soldiers (of which about 100,000 are
trained and equipped) and an additional
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74,000 facility protection forces are per-
forming a wide variety of security missions.
Equipment is being delivered. Training is on
track and increasing in capacity. Infrastruc-
ture is being repaired. Command and control
structures and institutions are being rees-
tablished.

Most important, Iraqi security forces are
in the fight—so much so that they are suf-
fering substantial casualties as they take on
more and more of the burdens to achieve se-
curity in their country. Since Jan. 1 more
than 700 Iraqi security force members have
been killed, and hundreds of Iraqis seeking
to volunteer for the police and military have
been killed as well.

Six battalions of the Iragi regular army
and the Iraqi Intervention Force are now
conducting operations. Two of these battal-
ions, along with the Iraqi commando bat-
talion, the counterterrorist force, two Iraqi
National Guard battalions and thousands of
policemen recently contributed to successful
operations in Najaf. Their readiness to enter
and clear the Imam Ali shrine was undoubt-
edly a key factor in enabling Grand Aya-
tollah Ali Sistani to persuade members of
the Mahdi militia to lay down their arms
and leave the shrine.

In another highly successful operation sev-
eral days ago, the Iraqi counterterrorist
force conducted early morning raids in Najaf
that resulted in the capture of several senior
lieutenants and 40 other members of that mi-
litia, and the seizure of enough weapons to
fill nearly four 7%-ton dump trucks.

Within the next 60 days, six more regular
army and six additional Intervention Force
battalions will become operational. Nine
more regular army battalions will complete
training in January, in time to help with se-
curity missions during the Iraqi elections at
the end of that month.

Iraqi National Guard battalions have also
been active in recent months. Some 40 of the
45 existing battalions—generally all except
those in the Fallujah-Ramadi area—are con-
ducting operations on a daily basis, most
alongside coalition forces, but many inde-
pendently. Progress has also been made in
police training. In the past week alone, some
1,100 graduated from the basic policing
course and five specialty courses. By early
spring, nine academies in Iraq and one in
Jordan will be graduating a total of 5,000 po-
lice each month from the eight-week course,
which stresses patrolling and investigative
skills, substantive and procedural legal
knowledge, and proper use of force and weap-
onry, as well as pride in the profession and
adherence to the police code of conduct.

Iraq’s borders are long, stretching more
than 2,200 miles. Reducing the flow of ex-
tremists and their resources across the bor-
ders is critical to success in the
counterinsurgency. As a result, with support
from the Department of Homeland Security,
specialized training for Iraq’s border enforce-
ment elements began earlier this month in
Jordan.

Regional academies in Iraq have begun
training as well, and more will come online
soon. In the months ahead, the 16,000-strong
border force will expand to 24,000 and then
32,000. In addition, these forces will be pro-
vided with modern technology, including ve-
hicle X-ray machines, explosive-detection
devices and ground sensors.

Outfitting hundreds of thousands of new
Iraqi security forces is difficult and complex,
and many of the units are not yet fully
equipped. But equipment has begun flowing.
Since July 1, for example, more than 39,000
weapons and 22 million rounds of ammuni-
tion have been delivered to Iraqi forces, in
addition to 42,000 sets of body armor, 4,400
vehicles, 16,000 radios and more than 235,000
uniforms.
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Considerable progress is also being made in
the reconstruction and refurbishing of infra-
structure for Iraq’s security forces. Some $1
billion in construction to support this effort
has been completed or is underway, and five
Iraqi bases are already occupied by entire in-
fantry brigades.

Numbers alone cannot convey the full
story. The human dimension of this effort is
crucial. The enemies of Iraq recognize how
much is at stake as Iraq reestablishes its se-
curity forces. Insurgents and foreign fighters
continue to mount barbaric attacks against
police stations, recruiting centers and mili-
tary installations, even though the vast ma-
jority of the population deplores such at-
tacks. Yet despite the sensational attacks,
there is no shortage of qualified recruits vol-
unteering to join Iraqi security forces. In the
past couple of months, more than 7,500 Iraqi
men have signed up for the army and are pre-
paring to report for basic training to fill out
the final nine battalions of the Iraqi regular
army. Some 3,500 new police recruits just re-
ported for training in various locations. And
two days after the recent bombing on a
street outside a police recruiting location in
Baghdad, hundreds of Iraqis were once again
lined up inside the force protection walls at
another location—where they were greeted
by interim Prime Minister Ayad Allawi.

I meet with Iraqi security force leaders
every day. Though some have given in to
acts of intimidation, many are displaying
courage and resilience in the face of repeated
threats and attacks on them, their families
and their comrades. I have seen their deter-
mination and their desire to assume the full
burden of security tasks for Iraq.

There will be more tough times, frustra-
tion and disappointment along the way. It is
likely that insurgent attacks will escalate as
Iraq’s elections approach. Iraq’s security
forces are, however, developing steadily and
they are in the fight. Momentum has gath-
ered in recent months. With strong Iraqi
leaders out front and with continued coali-
tion—and now NATO—support, this trend
will continue. It will not be easy, but few
worthwhile things are.

Mr. REID. What is the time left for
the majority?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
3 minutes. The Senator from Mis-
sissippi.

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that morning business
be extended by 5 minutes on each side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. I have no objection at all.
I know Senator KENNEDY has been
waiting a long time, but that is fine.
Five minutes won’t hurt him. I have no
objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Mississippi is rec-
ognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I could, I
will yield an additional 5 minutes to
Senator DURBIN and an additional 5
minutes to Senator KENNEDY. That
uses our entire 35 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.
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SENATOR KERRY AND AMERICA’S
CHALLENGES

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as we look
at the situation in America and in the
world today, we face serious chal-
lenges. Obviously, the war on terrorism
is one of the most serious challenges
we have had in many decades, one that
is different because there are no spe-
cific battles that are won or lost. There
may not be a moment when we say it is
over. Because we are dealing with a
moving, shadowy element that uses the
most dastardly types of attacks on in-
dividuals, innocent men, women, and
children.

We have seen the situation in Flor-
ida, where the people there have been
hit repeatedly by hurricanes and disas-
ters. I guess you could say in many re-
spects these are times that try men
and women’s souls.

We are under attack in a lot of ways.
But, also, these are the times that re-
quire a certain trumpet. We cannot
have uncertainty in terms of leader-
ship. We cannot have an uncertain
trumpet. We have to have direction,
strong leadership, and courage to take
a stand and follow it through. That is
why I am very much worried about
what I see in Senator KERRY and the
positions he has taken, first on one
side and then the other.

I was greatly distressed last week
when we had the Prime Minister of
Iraq here. He is a man who is showing
strength, leadership, and great courage
because his life is on the line every day
with repeated assassination attempts
directed at him. He came here. He said:
Thank you, America. He said: We are
going to have elections. We are going
to have peace and freedom and democ-
racy. We chose justice and the rule of
law rather than chaos and anarchy. He
did a magnificent job. I was inspired by
what he is doing and by his speech.

Yet Senator KERRY attacked his
speech before he even left town. Where
are the basic courtesies that we have in
the past extended to leaders of other
countries?

President Bush, on the other hand,
has shown strength, leadership, and
courage. He is dealing with the issues
of security. People see in him and hear
in his voice a determination, a com-
mitment, that will get us through this.
But Senator KERRY has been flip-flop-
ping back and forth on Iraq for not just
the campaign but actually for years,
going back to 2002 where he took one
position and where now, in 2003 and
2004, he has taken a different position.

On September 20, 2004, he said that
our most important task is to win the
war on terrorism. On March 6, 2004, he
balked at calling the war on terror an
actual “‘war.”

On September 20 he said Iraq was a
“‘diversion from’ the war on terror.
Yet back in December of 2003 he said
that Iraq is ‘‘critical’’ to the success of
the war on terror.

In September of 2004 he said the evil
of Saddam was enough to justify the
war. Yet before that he agreed with the
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administration’s goal of regime
change. He also said that Saddam’s
“breach of international values’ was a
sufficient cause of war.

In 2004 he said Saddam’s ‘‘downfall
. . . has left America less secure.” Yet
in December of 2003 he questioned the
judgment of those claiming Saddam’s
capture doesn’t help American secu-
rity.

The list goes on and on. I ask unani-
mous consent this list be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FLIP FLOP #1: ‘‘MOST IMPORTANT TASK’’ IS TO
WIN ‘‘WAR ON TERRORISM.’

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

. . . the events of September 11 reminded
every American of that obligation. That day
brought to our shores the defining struggle
of our times: the struggle between freedom
and radical fundamentalism. And it made
clear that our most important task is to
fight . .. and to win . .. the war on ter-
rorism.

“In His Words: John Kerry,”” The New York
Times Website, www. nytimes. com, March
6, 2004, Kerry Balked at Calling War on
Terror an Actual War:

The final victory in the war on terror de-
pends on a victory in the war of ideas, much
more than the war on the battlefield. And
the war—not the war, I don’t want to use
that terminology. The engagement of econo-
mies, the economic transformation, the
transformation to modernity of a whole
bunch of countries that have been avoiding
the future.

FLIP FLOP #2: IRAQ WAS ‘‘DIVERSION FROM’
WAR ON TERROR.

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

. Iraq was a profound diversion from
that war and the battle against our greatest
enemy, Osama bin Laden and the terrorists.
Invading Iraq has created a crisis of historic
proportions and, if we do not change course,
there is the prospect of a war with no end in
sight.

Fox News’ ‘“‘Special Report,”” December 15, 2003,
Kerry Said Iraq ‘““‘Is Critical’” To Success of
War on Terror:

Iraq may not be the war on terror itself,
but it is critical to the outcome of the war
on terror. And therefore any advance in Iraq
is an advance forward in that.

FLIP FLOP #3: EVIL OF SADDAM WAS NOT
ENOUGH TO JUSTIFY WAR.

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

Saddam Hussein was a brutal dictator who
deserves his own special place in hell. But
that was not, in itself, a reason to go to war.
Senator John Kerry, Speech to the 2002 DLC Na-

tional Conversation, New York, NY, July 29,
2002, Kerry Originally Agreed With Remov-
ing Saddam Hussein:

I agree completely with this Administra-
tion’s goal of a regime change in Irag—Sad-
dam Hussein is a renegade and outlaw who
turned his back on the tough conditions of
his surrender put in place by the United Na-
tions in 1991.

MSNBC’s ‘““Hardball,”” October 10, 2002, Kerry
Cited Saddam’s ‘‘Breach of International
Values’ as Cause for War.

I believe the record of Saddam Hussein’s
ruthless, reckless breach of international
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values and standards of behavior is cause
enough for the world community to hold him
accountable by use of force if necessary.

FLIP FLOP #4: SADDAM’S ‘‘DOWNFALL . . . HAS
LEFT AMERICA LESS SECURE.”’

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

The satisfaction we take in his downfall
does not hide this fact: we have traded a dic-
tator for a chaos that has left America less
secure.

Anne Q. Hoy, ‘“‘Dean Faces More Criticism,”’
[New York] Newsday, December 17, 2003,
Kerry Questioned Judgment of Those Claim-
ing Saddam’s Capture Doesn’t Help Amer-
ican Security:

Those who doubted whether Iraq or the
world would be better off without Saddam
Hussein, and those who believe we are not
safer with his capture, don’t have the judg-
ment to be president or the credibility to be
elected president.

FLIP FLOP #5: DECISION TO GO INTO IRAQ
‘‘COLOSSAL’’ FAILURE.

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

“The President now admits to ‘“‘mis-
calculations” in Iraq. That is one of the
greatest understatements in recent Amer-
ican history. His were not the equivalent of
accounting errors. They were colossal fail-
ures of judgment—and judgment is what we
look for in a president. This is all the more
stunning because we’re not talking about 20/
20 hindsight. Before the war, before he chose
to go to war, bi partisan Congressional hear-
ings . . . major outside studies . . . and even
some in the administration itself .. . pre-
dicted virtually every problem we now face
in Iraq.

CNN’s ‘““‘Inside Politics,” August 9, 2004, in Re-
sponse to Question About How He Would
Have Voted if He Knew Then What He
Knows Now, Kerry Confirmed That He
Would Still Have Voted For Use Of Force
Resolution:

Yes, I would have voted for the authority.
I believe it’s the right authority for a presi-
dent to have. But I would have used that au-
thority as I have said throughout this cam-
paign, effectively. I would have done this
very differently from the way President
Bush has.

FLIP FLOP #6: ‘‘TRAQ WAS NOT ‘‘THREAT TO OUR
SECURITY.”

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

We now know that Iraq had no weapons of
mass destruction and posed no imminent
threat to our security.

Ronald Brownstein, “‘On Iraq, Kerry Appears
Either Torn or Shrewd,”’ Los Angeles Times,
January 31, 2003, Kerry believed that Iraq
had weapons of mass destruction and was a
threat:

Kerry said, “If you don’t believe . . . Sad-
dam Hussein is a threat with nuclear weap-
ons, then you shouldn’t vote for me.”’

CNN’s ‘“Inside Politics,”” August 9, 2004, In Re-
sponse to Question About How He Would
Have Voted if He Knew Then What He
Knows Now, Kerry Confirmed That He
Would Still Have Voted for Use of Force
Resolution.

Yes, I would have voted for the authority.
I believe it’s the right authority for a presi-
dent to have. But I would have used that au-
thority as I have said throughout this cam-
paign, effectively. I would have done this
very differently from the way President
Bush has.
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FLIP FLOP #7: IRAQ WAR TOOK ‘‘ATTENTION AND
RESOURCES’ AWAY FROM AFGHANISTAN.

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

The President’s policy in Iraq took our at-
tention and resources away from other, more
serious threats to America. Threats like . . .
the increasing instability in Afghanistan.

CNN’s “Larry King Live,”” December 14, 2001,
Kerry Said War on Terror ‘““Doesn’t End
With Afghanistan’ and Suggested U.S.
Move on To Addressing Menace of Saddam
Hussein:

I think we clearly have to keep the pres-
sure on terrorism globally. This doesn’t end
with Afghanistan by any imagination. And I
think the president has made that clear. I
think we have made that clear. Terrorism is
a global menace. It’s a scourge. And it is ab-
solutely vital that we continue, for instance,
Saddam Hussein.

FLIP FLOP #8: IRAQ NOT ‘‘SOURCE OF SERIOUS
DISAGREEMENT WITH OUR ALLIES’’ BEFORE
WAR.

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

We know that while Iraq was a source of
friction, it was not previously a source of se-
rious disagreement with our allies in Europe
and countries in the Muslim world.

CNN’s ‘“‘Crossfire,”” November 12, 1997, Kerry
Questioned Where Russia and France’s
Backbone To Stand up to Saddam Was:

So clearly the allies may not like it, and I
think that’s our great concern—where’s the
backbone of Russia, where’s the backbone of
France, where are they in expressing their
condemnation of such clearly illegal activ-
ity, but in a sense, they’re now climbing into
a box and they will have enormous difficulty
not following up on this if there is not com-
pliance by Iraq.

CNN’s ‘“‘Crossfire,”” November 12, 1997, Kerry
Noted French Have Opposed U.S. on a Num-
ber of Foreign Policy Issues:

Well, John, frankly neither you nor I know
that we did nothing. I don’t know that for a
fact. We certainly didn’t publicly, I agree,
but I don’t know that we did nothing. But
it’s not the first time France has been very
difficult, as the congressman said. I think a
lot of us are very disappointed that the
French haven’t joined us in a number of
other efforts with respect to China, with re-
spect to other issues in Asia and elsewhere
and also in Europe.

Fox News’ ‘““The O’Reilly Factor,” May 22, 2002,
Kerry says that Europeans are ‘“Wrong On
Iraq” and U.S. “Will Have To Do What We
Need To Do.”

Fox News’ Bill O’Reilly: ‘‘“The ambassador
to Germany is basically saying what most
people in Europe are saying, senator. They’re
afraid. They’re afraid that if we go after Sad-
dam Hussein, and all the Arabs get crazy,
and the whole thing blows up, that Europe’s
going to take the brunt of this. I said you
can’t negotiate with tyrants out of fear. How
do you feel about it?”’

Senator John Kerry: ‘I agree with you.
. . . [I] think that you’re correct in making
that judgment. And I think we’ve all reached
a judgment that obviously the United States
has to protect our national security inter-
ests. And we have to do what we think is
right. I do think the European demonstra-
tions are larger than just Iraq. I think
they’re concerned about other issues, like
global warming. They’re concerned about
proliferation. They’re concerned about—I
mean, there are a whole host of issues. So I
think it’s a more confused bag than just
Iraq, but I think they’re wrong on Iraqg. I
mean, plain and simply, the United States
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will have to do what we need to do, and our
best judgment to protect our national secu-
rity. And quite frankly, if we do what we
need to do, it will also wind up protecting
Europe.”

FLIP FLOP #9: PRESIDENT’S IRAQ POLICY ‘‘HAS
WEAKENED’’ NATIONAL SECURITY.

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

Let me put it plainly: The President’s pol-
icy in Iraq has not strengthened our national
security. It has weakened it.

Anne Q. Hoy, ‘“‘Dean Faces More Criticism,”
[New York] Newsday, December 17, 2003,
Kerry Questioned Judgment of Those Claim-
ing Saddam’s Capture Doesn’t Help Amer-
ican Security:

Those who doubted whether Iraq or the
world would be better off without Saddam
Hussein, and those who believe we are not
safer with his capture, don’t have the judg-
ment to be president or the credibility to be
elected president.

FLIP FLOP #10: WOULD NOT HAVE INVADED IRAQ
GIVEN WHAT HE KNOWS NOW.

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

Yet today, President Bush tells us that he
would do everything all over again, the same
way. How can he possibly be serious? Is he
really saying that if we knew there were no
imminent threat, no weapons of mass de-
struction, no ties to Al Qaeda, the United
States should have invaded Iraq? My answer
is no—because a Commander-in-Chief’s first
responsibility is to make a wise and respon-
sible decision to keep America safe.

CNN’s ‘““Inside Politics,”” August 9, 2004, In Re-
sponse to Question About How He Would
Have Voted if He Knew Then What He
Knows Now, Kerry Confirmed That He
Would Still Have Voted for Use of Force
Resolution:

Yes, I would have voted for the authority.
I believe it’s the right authority for a presi-
dent to have. But I would have used that au-
thority as I have said throughout this cam-
paign, effectively. I would have done this
very differently from the way President
Bush has.

FLIP FLOP #11: ““ ‘CAPABILITY’ TO ACQUIRE
WEAPONS’ NOT REASON ENOUGH FOR WAR.

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

Now the president, in looking for a new
reason, tries to hang his hat on the ‘capa-
bility’ to acquire weapons. But that was not
the reason given to the nation; it was not the
reason Congress voted on; it’s not a reason,
it’s an excuse.

Senator John Kerry, Congressional Record, Oc-
tober 9, 2002, page S10171, Kerry Called
Those Who Would Leave Saddam Alone
“Naive to the Point of Grave Danger:

It would be naive to the point of grave dan-
ger not to believe that, left to his own de-
vices, Saddam Hussein will provoke, mis-
judge, or stumble into a future, more dan-
gerous confrontation with the civilized
world.

CBS’ ‘““Face The Nation,” September 15, 2002,
Kerry Said Saddam’s Miscalculations are
Biggest Concern, Not ‘“‘Actual’”> WMD:

I would disagree with John McCain that
it’s the actual weapons of mass destruction
he may use against us, it’s what he may do
in another invasion of Kuwait or in a mis-
calculation about the Kurds or a miscalcula-
tion about Iran or particularly Israel. Those
are the things that—that I think present the
greatest danger. He may even miscalculate
and slide these weapons off to terrorist
groups to invite them to be a surrogate to
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use them against the United States. It’s the

miscalculation that poses the greatest
threat.
FLIP FLOP #12: ‘‘CANNOT AFFORD’’ TO FAIL IN

IRAQ.

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

In Iraq, we have a mess on our hands. But
we cannot throw up our hands. We cannot af-
ford to see Iraq become a permanent source
of terror that will endanger America’s secu-
rity for years to come.

October 17, 2003, S. 1689, CQ Vote #400: Passed
87-12: R 50-0; D 37-11; I 0-1, Kerry Voted
Nay:

Kerry voted against the $87 billion supple-
mental supporting our troops and providing
resources needed to win in Iraq.

FLIP FLOP #13: IRAQ WAR ‘‘MADE US LESS
SECURE.”’

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

I believe the invasion of Iraq has made us
less secure and weaker in the war against
terrorism.

Anne Q. Hoy, ‘“‘Dean Faces More Criticism,”’
[New York] Newsday, December 17, 2003,
Kerry Questioned Judgment of Those Claim-
ing Saddam’s Capture Doesn’t Help Amer-
ican Security:

Those who doubted whether Iraq or the
world would be better off without Saddam
Hussein, and those who believe we are not
safer with his capture, don’t have the judg-
ment to be president or the credibility to be
elected president.

FLIP FLOP #14: WOULD HAVE CONTINUED
CONTAINMENT OF SADDAM.

Senator John Kerry, Remarks at New York Uni-
versity, New York, NY, September 20, 2004:

I would have tightened the noose and con-
tinued to pressure and isolate Saddam Hus-
sein—who was weak and getting weaker—so
that he would pose no threat to the region or
America.

Senator John Kerry, Committee on Armed Serv-
ices and Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Joint Hearing, September 3,
1998, Kerry Expressed Opposition to ‘‘Policy
of Containment:”’

So we’ve got a major set of choices to
make here. And we’d better make them.
We’ve been sliding into a fundamental policy
of containment, which I share with Major
Ritter the notion is disastrous to our overall
proliferation interests and disastrous with
respect to the Middle East and our interests
with respect to Saddam Hussein and Iraq.
But we have to make a decision whether
we’re prepared to do what is necessary, and
I mean to the point of a sustained targeting
of the regime; not the Iraqi people, but the
regime.

Mr. LOTT. But it goes beyond just
the war on Iraq. What worries me is
there is a pattern here, across the
board, not only in that area that
threatens our very security and our
lives, the war on terrorism, but in area
after area, issue after issue.

For instance, in 1991 Senator KERRY
supported most-favored trade status
for China and now he criticizes the
Bush administration for trading with
China.

Which is it? You cannot be for it and
against it when you talk about inter-
national trade. Trade is good. America
can compete. We do need to enlarge the
pie. We need to make sure we have fair
trade. But you cannot vote one way on
trade and then be critical of it on the
other side.
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In October 2003, Senator KERRY
called the fence that is being built in
Israel for security purposes a ‘‘barrier
to peace.” He was critical of it. Yet in
February of 2004, he calls the fence a
“‘legitimate act of self-defense.”” You
can’t get into a very dangerous and
sensitive situation like this and say
one thing and then the other. What is
it? Which is it? An uncertain trumpet
takes lives.

Even in the case of eliminating the
marriage penalty for the middle class,
Senator KERRY said he will fight to
keep the tax relief for married couples.
He said Democrats fought to end the
marriage penalty tax. Yet in 1998, he
voted against eliminating the marriage
penalty relief for married taxpayers
with a combined income of less than
$50,000 a year. Last week when we actu-
ally extended the elimination of that
marriage penalty tax, of course, he
didn’t vote.

He even flip-flopped on the PATRIOT
Act. The PATRIOT Act is a favorite
punching bag now.

I was here when the death debate oc-
curred. I remember the broad unani-
mous support involved in passing that
legislation. We needed to do some
things to give our law enforcement
people the ability to deal with these
terrorists. If you look at what has
transpired since then, this great fear of
having your library card checked or a
“knock in the night’ is not occurring.
So he voted for it, and now he attacks
the PATRIOT Act. He said:

We are a nation of laws, and liberties, not
of a knock in the night. So it is time to end
the era of John Ashcroft.

I think that is an unfair shot at our
former colleague, the Attorney General
of the United States. Again, Senator
KERRY was for the Patriot Act and now
he is against it.

On the gay marriage amendment, in
2002, Senator KERRY signed a letter
urging the Massachusetts legislature
to reject a constitutional amendment
banning gay marriage. Yet now in 2004
he won’t rule out supporting a similar
amendment. Which is it? Is it one thing
in Massachusetts and another here in
Washington?

Also, I think when you get into other
issues like the death penalty for terror-
ists, these are relevant issues we can’t
take the wrong position on. Yet, in
1996, he attacked Governor Weld of
Massachusetts for supporting the death
penalty for terrorists. But now he said
he might support the death penalty for
terrorists.

On the No Child Left Behind Act, he
voted for it, and now he attacks it as a

“mockery.” He trashed it as an ‘‘un-
funded mandate” with ‘‘laudable
goals.”

Let me tell you that I am a son of a
schoolteacher. I was in public edu-
cation all my life. I didn’t go to some
elite school. I went to public education.
I stay in touch with teachers and ad-
ministrators. And they tell me it is
making a difference. We have goals and
challenges. Teachers are doing better,
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students are doing better, and the
money has been going up every year.

On issue after issue, he has flip-
flopped.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
mainder of this lengthy list be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FLIP-FLOPPED ON AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

In 1992, Kerry Called Affirmative Action ‘‘In-
herently Limited and Divisive.”’

[W]hile praising affirmative action as ‘‘one
kind of progress” that grew out of civil
rights court battles, Kerry said the focus on
a rights-based agenda has ‘‘inadvertently
driven most of our focus in this country not
to the issue of what is happening to the kids
who do not get touched by affirmative ac-
tion, but . . . toward an inherently limited
and divisive program which is called affirma-
tive action.” That agenda is limited, he said,
because it benefits segments of black and
minority populations, but not all. And it is
divisive because it creates a ‘‘perception and
a reality of reverse discrimination that has
actually engendered racism.” (Lynne Duke,
‘‘Senators Seek Serious Dialogue On Race,”
The Washington Post, 4/8/92)

In 2004, Kerry Denied Ever Having Called Af-
firmative Action ‘‘Divisive.”’

CNN’s Kelly Wallace: ‘“We caught up with
the Senator, who said he never called affirm-
ative action divisive, and accused Clark of
playing politics.”

Senator Kerry: ‘“That’s not what I said. I
said there are people who believe that. And I
said mend it, don’t end it. He’s trying to
change what I said, but you can go read the
quote. I said very clearly I have always voted
for it. I’'ve always supported it. I've never,
ever condemned it. I did what Jim Clyburn
did and what Bill Clinton did, which is mend
it. And Jim Clyburn wouldn’t be supporting
it if it were otherwise. So let’s not have any
politics here. Let’s keep the truth.” (CNN’s
“Inside Politics,”” 1/30/04)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON ETHANOL

Kerry Twice Voted Against Tax Breaks for Eth-
anol.

(S. Con. Res. 18, CQ Vote #44: Rejected 48—
52: R 11-32; D 37-20, 3/23/93, Kerry Voted Nay;
S. Con. Res. 18, CQ Vote #68: Motion Agreed
To 556-43: R 2-40; D 53-3, 3/24/93, Kerry Voted
Yea)

Kerry Voted Against Ethanol Mandates.

(H.R. 4624, CQ Vote #255: Motion Agreed To
51-50: R 19-25; D 31-25, 8/3/94, Kerry Voted
Nay)

Kerry Voted Twice To Increase Liability on Eth-
anol, Making it Equal to Regular Gasoline.

(S. 517, CQ Vote #87: Motion Agreed To 57—
42: R 38-10; D 18-32; I 1-0, 4/25/02 Kerry Voted
Nay; S. 14, CQ Vote #208: Rejected 38-57: R 9-
40; D 28-17; I 1-0, 6/5/03, Kerry Voted Yea)

On the Campaign Trail, Though, Kerry is for
Ethanol.

Kerry: “I'm for ethanol, and I think it’s a
very important partial ingredient of the
overall mix of alternative and renewable
fuels we ought to commit to.”” (MSNBC/DNC,
Democrat Presidential Candidate Debate,
Des Moines, IA, 11/24/03)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON CUBA SANCTIONS
Senator Kerry has Long Voted Against Stronger
Cuba Sanctions.

(H.R. 927, CQ Vote #489, Motion Rejected
59-36: R 50-2; D 9-34, 10/17/95, Kerry Voted
Nay; S. 955, CQ Vote #183: Rejected 38-61: R
5-49; D 33-12, 7/17/97, Kerry Voted Yea; S. 1234,
CQ Vote #189, Motion Agreed To 55-43: R 43—

September 28, 2004

10; D 12-33, 6/30/99, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 2549,
CQ Vote #137: Motion Agreed To 59-41: R 52—
3; D 7-38, 6/20/00, Kerry Voted Nay)

In 2000, Kerry Said Florida Politics is Only Rea-
son Cuba Sanctions Still in Place.

Senator John F. Kerry, the Massachusetts
Democrat and member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, said in an interview that a
reevaluation of relations with Cuba was
“way overdue.” ‘“We have a frozen, stale-
mated, counterproductive policy that is not
in humanitarian interests nor in our larger
credibility interest in the region,” Kerry
said. . . . ‘It speaks volumes about the prob-
lems in the current American electoral proc-
ess. . . . The only reason we don’t reevaluate
the policy is the politics of Florida.” (John
Donnelly, ‘“Policy Review Likely On Cuba,”
The Boston Globe, 4/9/00)

Now Kerry Panders to Cuban Vote, Saying He
Would Not Lift Embargo Against Cuba.

Tim Russert: “Would you consider lifting
sanctions, lifting the embargo against
Cuba?”’

Senator Kerry: ‘“Not unilaterally, not now,
no.” (NBC’s ‘“‘Meet The Press,”” 8/31/03)

Kerry Does Not Support “‘Opening Up the Em-
bargo Wily Nilly.”’

Kerry said he believes in ‘‘engagement’”
with the communist island nation but that
does not mean, ‘““‘Open up the dialogue.” He
believes it ‘‘means travel and perhaps even
remittances or cultural exchanges’ but he
does not support ‘‘opening up the embargo
wily nilly.” (Daniel A. Ricker, “Kerry Says
Bush Did Not Build A ‘Legitimate Coalition’
In Iraq,” The Miami Herald, 11/25/03)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON NAFTA
Kerry Voted for NAFTA.

(H.R. 3450, CQ Vote #395: Passed 61-38: R 34—
10; D 27-28, 11/20/93, Kerry Voted Yea)

Kerry Recognized NAFTA Is Our Future.

NAFTA recognizes the reality of today’s
economy—globalization and technology,”’
Kerry said. ‘‘Our future is not in competing
at the low-level wage job; it is in creating
high-wage, new technology jobs based on our
skills and our productivity.” (John Aloysius
Farrell, ‘‘Senate’s OK Finalizes NAFTA
Pact,” The Boston Globe, 11/21/93)

Now, Kerry Expresses Doubt About NAFTA.

Kerry, who voted for NAFTA in 1993, ex-
pressed some doubt about the strength of
free-trade agreements. “‘If it were before me
today, I would vote against it because it
doesn’t have environmental or labor stand-
ards in it,” he said. (David Lightman,
‘“‘Democrats Battle For Labor’s Backing,”
Hartford Courant, 8/6/03)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON SMALL BUSINESS INCOME
TAXES

Kerry Voted Against Exempting Small Busi-
nesses and Family Farms From Clinton In-
come Tax Increase.

(S. Con. Res. 18, CQ Vote #79: Motion
Agreed To 54-45: R 0-43; D 54 2, 3/25/93, Kerry
Voted Yea)

Three Months Later, Kerry Voted in Favor of
Proposal To Exclude Small Businesses From
the Increased Income Tazx.

(S. 1134, CQ Vote #171: Motion Rejected 56—
42: R 43-0; D 1342, 6/24/93, Kerry Voted Yea)

Kerry Claimed he Fought To Exempt Small
Businesses From Income Tax Increases.

I worked to amend the reconciliation bill
so that it would . . . exempt small businesses
who are classified as subchapter S corpora-
tions from the increased individual income
tax. (Sen. John Kerry, Congressional Record,
6/29/93, p. S 8268)
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KERRY FLIP-FLOPPED ON 50-CENT GAS TAX
INCREASE

In 1994, Kerry Backed Half-Dollar Increase in
Gas Tax.

Kerry said [the Concord Coalition’s score-
card] did not accurately reflect individual
lawmakers’ efforts to cut the deficit. “‘It
doesn’t reflect my $43 billion package of cuts
or my support for a 50-cent increase in the
gas tax,” Kerry said. (Jill Zuckman, ‘‘Def-
icit-Watch Group Gives High Marks To 7
N.E. Lawmakers,” The Boston Globe, 3/1/94)
Two Years Later, Kerry Flip-Flopped.

Kerry no longer supports the 50-cent [gas
tax] hike, nor the 25-cent hike proposed by
the [Concord] coalition. (Michael Grunwald,
“Kerry Gets Low Mark On Budgeting,”” The
Boston Globe, 4/30/96)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON LEAVING ABORTION UP TO

STATES

Kerry Used To Say Abortion Should be Left up
to States.

“I think the question of abortion is one
that should be left for the states to decide,”
Kerry said during his failed 1972 Congres-
sional bid. (‘‘John Kerry On The Issues,”” The
[Lowell, MA] Sun, 10/11/72)

Now Kerry Says Abortion is Law of Entire Na-
tion.

The right to choose is the law of the
United States. No person has the right to in-
fringe on that freedom. Those of us who are
in government have a special responsibility
to see to it that the United States continues
to protect this right, as it must protect all
rights secured by the constitution. (Sen.
John Kerry [D-MA], Congressional Record, 1/
22/85)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON LITMUS TESTS FOR JUDICIAL

NOMINEES

Kerry Used To Oppose Litmus Tests for Judicial
Nominees.

Throughout two centuries, our federal ju-
diciary has been a model institution, one
which has insisted on the highest standards
of conduct by our public servants and offi-
cials, and which has survived with
undiminished respect. Today, I fear that this
institution is threatened in a way that we
have not seen before. . . . This threat is that
of the appointment of a judiciary which is
not independent, but narrowly ideological,
through the systematic targeting of any ju-
dicial nominee who does not meet the rigid
requirements of litmus tests imposed . . .
(Sen. John Kerry, Congressional Record, 2/3/
86, p. S864)

But Now Kerry Says he Would Only Support
Supreme Court Nominees Who Pledge To
Uphold Roe v. Wade.

The potential retirement of Supreme Court
justices makes the 2004 presidential election
especially important for women, Senator
John F. Kerry told a group of female Demo-
crats yesterday, and he pledged that if elect-
ed president he would nominate to the high
court only supporters of abortion rights
under its Roe v. Wade decision. ... ‘“Any
president ought to appoint people to the Su-
preme Court who understand the Constitu-
tion and its interpretation by the Supreme
Court. In my judgment, it is and has been
settled law that women, Americans, have a
defined right of privacy and that the govern-
ment does not make the decision with re-
spect to choice. Individuals do.” (Glen John-
son, ‘“‘Kerry Vows Court Picks To Be Abor-
tion-Rights Supporters,” The Boston Globe,
4/9/03)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON TAX CREDITS FOR SMALL

BUSINESS HEALTH

In 2001, Kerry Voted Against Amendment Pro-
viding $70 Billion for Tax Credits for Small
Business To Purchase Health Insurance.

(H. Con. Res. 83, CQ Vote #83: Rejected 49-
51: R 48-2; D 149, 4/5/01, Kerry Voted Nay)
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Now, Kerry Promises Refundable Tax Credits to
Small Businesses for Health Coverage.

Refundable tax credits for up to 50 percent
of the cost of coverage will be offered to
small businesses and their employees to
make health care more affordable. (‘‘John
Kerry’s Plan To Make Health Care Afford-
able To Every American,” John Kerry For
President Website, www.johnkerry.com,
Accessed 1/21/04)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON HEALTH COVERAGE

In 1994, Kerry Said Democrats Push Health
Care Too Much.

[Kerry] said Kennedy and Clinton’s insist-
ence on pushing health care reform was a
major cause of the Democratic Party’s prob-
lems at the polls. (Joe Battenfeld, ‘‘Jenny
Craig Hit With Sex Harassment Complaint—
By Men,”’” Boston Herald, 11/30/94)

But Now Kerry Calls Health Care His ‘‘Pas-
sion.”

Senator John Kerry says expanding cov-
erage is ‘“‘my passion.” (Susan Page, ‘‘Health
Specifics Could Backfire On Candidates,”
USA Today, 6/2/03)

FLIP-FLOPS ON STOCK OPTIONS EXPENSING

Kerry Used To Oppose Expensing Stock Op-
tions.

Democratic Senator John F. Kerry was
among those fighting expensing of stock op-
tions. (Sue Kirchhoff, ‘‘Senate Blocks Op-
tions,” The Boston Globe, 7/16/02)

Kerry Said Expensing Options Would Not “‘Ben-
efit the Investing Public.”

Kerry: ‘“Mr. President, the Financial Ac-
counting Standards Board . . . has proposed
a rule that will require companies to amor-
tize the value of stock options and deduct
them off of their earnings statements . . . I
simply cannot see how the FASB rule, as
proposed, will benefit the investing public.”
(Senator John Kerry, Congressional Record,
3/10/94, p. S2772)

But Now Kerry Says he Supports Carrying of
Stock Options as Corporate Expense.

On an issue related to corporate scandals,
Kerry for the first time endorsed the car-
rying of stock options as a corporate ex-
pense. The use of stock options was abused
by some companies and contributed to over-
ly optimistic balance sheets. Kerry ap-
plauded steps by Microsoft Corp. to elimi-
nate stock options for employees and said all
publicly traded companies should be required
to expense such options. (Dan Balz, ‘Kerry
Raps Bush Policy On Postwar Iraq,” The
Washington Post, 7/11/03)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON MEDICAL MARIJUANA

Kerry Said His ‘‘Personal Disposition is Open to
the Issue of Medical Marijuana.’’

Aaron Houston of the Granite Staters for
Medical Marijuana said that just a month
ago Mr. Kerry seemed to endorse medical
marijuana use, and when asked about the
content of his mysterious study, said, “I am
trying to find out. I don’t know.” Mr. Kerry
did say his ‘‘personal disposition is open to
the issue of medical marijuana’ and that
he’d stop Drug Enforcement Administration
raids on patients using the stuff under Cali-
fornia’s medical marijuana law. (Jennifer
Harper, ‘‘Inside Politics,”” The Washington
Times, 8/8/03)

But Now Kerry Says he Wants To Wait for
Study Analyzing Issue Before Making Final
Decision.

The Massachusetts Democrat said Wednes-
day he’d put off any final decision on med-
ical marijuana because there’s ‘‘a study
under way analyzing what the science is.”
(Jennifer Harper, ‘‘Inside Politics,”” The
Washington Times, 8/8/03)
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FLIP-FLOPPED ON PACS
Kerry Used To Decry ‘‘Special Interests And
Their PAC Money.”’

“I'm frequently told by cynics in Wash-
ington that refusing PAC money is naive,”
Kerry told his supporters in 1985. ‘“Do you
agree that it is ‘naive’ to turn down special
interests and their PAC money?”’ (Glen
Johnson, “‘In A Switch, Kerry Is Launching
A PAC,” The Boston Globe, 12/15/01)

But Now, Kerry Has Established His Own PAC.

A week after repeating that he has refused
to accept donations from political action
committees, Senator John F. Kerry an-
nounced yesterday that he was forming a
committee that would accept PAC money for
him to distribute to other Democratic can-
didates. . . . Kerry’s stance on soft money,
unregulated donations funneled through po-
litical parties, puts him in the position of
raising the type of money that he, McCain,
and others in the campaign-finance reform
movement are trying to eliminate. (Glen
Johnson, “‘In A Switch, Kerry Is Launching
A PAC,” The Boston Globe, 12/15/01)
FLIP-FLOPPED ON $10,000 DONATION LIMIT TO HIS

PAC
When Kerry Established His PAC in 2001, he In-
stituted a $10,000 Limit on Donations.

A week after repeating that he has refused
to accept donations from political action
committees, Senator John F. Kerry an-
nounced yesterday that he was forming a
committee that would accept PAC money for
him to distribute to other Democratic can-
didates The statement also declared
that the new PAC would voluntarily limit
donations of so-called soft money to $10,000
per donor per year and disclose the source
and amount of all such donations. (Glen
Johnson, “In A Switch, Kerry Is Launching
A Pac,” The Boston Globe, 12/15/01)

One Year Later, Kerry Started Accepting Un-
limited Contributions.

Senator John F. Kerry, who broke with
personal precedent last year when he estab-
lished his first political action committee,
has changed his fund-raising guidelines
again, dropping a $10,000 limit on contribu-
tions from individuals, a cap he had touted
when establishing the PAC. The Massachu-
setts Democrat said yesterday he decided to
accept unlimited contributions, which has
already allowed him to take in ‘‘soft money”’
donations as large as $25,000, because of the
unprecedented fund-raising demands con-
fronting him as a leader in the Senate Demo-
cratic caucus. (Glen Johnson, ‘“‘Kerry Shifts
Fund-Raising Credo For His Own PAC,” The
Boston Globe, 10/4/02)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE
Kerry Called for Cancellation of Missile Defense
Systems in 1984 and has Voted Against
Funding for Missile Defense at Least 53
Times Between 1985 and 2000.

(‘“‘John Kerry On The Defense Budget,”
Campaign Position Paper, John Kerry For
U.S. Senate, 1984; S. 1160, CQ Vote #99: Re-
jected 21-78: R 2-50; D 19-28, 6/4/85, Kerry
Voted Yea; S. 1160, CQ Vote #100: Rejected
38-57: R 6-45; D 32-12, 6/4/85, Kerry Voted Yea;
S. 1160, CQ Vote #101: Rejected 36-59: R 1-49;
D 35-10, 6/4/85, Kerry Voted Yea; S. 1160, CQ
Vote #103: Rejected 33-62: R 28-22; D 5-40, 6/4/
85, Kerry Voted Nay; H.J. Res. 465, CQ Vote
#365: Motion Agreed To 64-32: R 49-2; D 15-30,
12/10/85, Kerry Voted Nay; H.R. 4515, CQ Vote
#122: Ruled Non-Germane 45-47: R 7-42; D 38—
5, 6/6/86, Kerry Voted Yea; S. 2638, CQ Vote
#176: Motion Agreed To 50-49: R 41-11; D 9-38,
8/56/86, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 2638, CQ Vote
#177: Rejected 49-50: R 10-42; D 39-8, 8/5/86,
Kerry Voted Yea; S. 1174, CQ Vote #248: Mo-
tion Agreed To 58-38: R 8-37; D 50-1, 9/17/87,
Kerry Voted Yea; S. 1174, CQ Vote #259: Mo-
tion Agreed To 51-50: R 37-9; D 13-41, With
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Vice President Bush Casting An ‘“Yea’ Vote,
9/22/87, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 2355, CQ Vote
#124: Motion Agreed To 66-29: R 38-6; D 28-23,
5/11/88, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 2355, CQ Vote
#125: Motion Agreed To 50-46: R 38-7; D 12-39,
5/11/88, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 2355, CQ Vote
#126: Motion Rejected 47-50: R 38-6; D 9-44, 5/
11/88, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 2355, CQ Vote #128:
Motion Rejected 48-50: R 6-39; D 42-11, 5/11/88,
Kerry Voted Yea; S. 2355, CQ Vote #136: Mo-
tion Agreed To 56-37: R 9-34; D 47-3, 5/13/88,
Kerry Voted Yea; S. 2355, CQ Vote #137: Mo-
tion Agreed To 51-43: R 38-5; D 13-38, 5/13/88,
Kerry Voted Nay; H.R. 4264, CQ Vote #251:
Motion Rejected 35-58: R 35-9; D 0-49, 7/14/88,
Kerry Voted Nay; H.R. 4781, CQ Vote #296:
Motion Agreed To 50-44: R 5-39; D 45-5, 8/5/88,
Kerry Voted Yea; S. 1352, CQ Vote #148: Mo-
tion Agreed To 50-47: R 37-6; D 13-41, 7/27/89,
Kerry Voted Nay; H.R. 3072, CQ Vote #202:
Rejected 34-66: R 27-18; D 748, 9/26/89, Kerry
Voted Nay; H.R. 3072, CQ Vote #213: Adopted
53-47: R 39-6; D 14-41, 9/28/89, Kerry Voted
Nay; S. 2884, CQ Vote #223: Adopted 54-44: R
2-42; D 522, 8/4/90, Kerry Voted Yea; S. 2884,
CQ Vote #225: Motion Agreed To 56-41: R 39-
4; D 17-37, 8/4/90, Kerry Voted Nay:; S. 2884, CQ
Vote #226: Motion Agreed To 54-43: R 37-6; D
17-37, 8/4/90, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 3189, CQ
Vote #273: Passed 79-16: R 37-5; D 42-11, 10/15/
90, Kerry Voted Nay; H.R. 5803, CQ Vote #319:
Adopted 80-17: R 37-6; D 43-11, 10/26/90, Kerry
Voted Nay; H. R. 4739, CQ Vote #320: Adopted
80-17: R 37-6; D 43-11, 10/26/90, Kerry Voted
Nay; S. 1507, CQ Vote #168: Rejected 39-60: R
4-39; D 35621, 7/31/91, Kerry Voted Yea; S. 1507,
CQ Vote #171: Motion Agreed To 60-38: R 40—
3; D 20-35, 8/1/91, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 1507, CQ
Vote #172: Motion Agreed To 64-34: R 39-4; D
256-30, 8/1/91, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 1507, CQ
Vote #173: Rejected 46-52: R 5-38; D 41-14, 8/1/
91, Kerry Voted Yea; H. R. 2521, CQ Vote #207:
Motion Agreed To 50-49: R 38-5; D 1244, 9/25/
91, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 2403, CQ Vote #85:
Adopted 61-38: R 7-36; D 54-2, 5/6/92, Kerry
Voted Yea; H.R. 4990, CQ Vote #108: Adopted
90-9: R 34-9; D 56-0, 5/21/92, Kerry Voted Yea;
S. 3114, CQ Vote #182: Motion Rejected 43-49:
R 34-5; D 9-44, 8/7/92, Kerry Voted Nay; S.
3114, CQ Vote #214: Rejected 48-50: R 5-38; D
43-12, 9/17/92, Kerry Voted Yea; S. 3114, CQ
Vote #215: Adopted 52-46: R 39-4; D 13-42, 9/17/
92, Kerry Voted Nay; H.R. 5504, CQ Vote #228:
Adopted 89-4: R 36-4; D 53-0, 9/22/92, Kerry
Voted Yea; S. 1298, CQ Vote #251: Adopted 50—
48: R 6-36; D 44-12, 9/9/93, Kerry Voted Yea; S.
Con. Res. 63, CQ Vote #64: Rejected 40-59: R
2-42; D 38-17, 3/22/94, Kerry Voted Yea; S. 1026,
CQ Vote #354: Motion Agreed To 51-48: R 47—
6; D 4-42, 8/3/95, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 1087, CQ
Vote #384: Rejected 45-54: R 5-49; D 40-5, 8/10/
95, Kerry Voted Yea; S. 1087, CQ Vote #397:
Passed 62-35: R 48-4; D 14-31, 9/5/95, Kerry
Voted Nay; H.R. 1530, CQ Vote #399: Passed
64-34: R 50-3; D 14-31, 9/6/95, Kerry Voted Nay;
H.R. 2126, CQ Vote #579: Adopted 59-39: R 48—
5; D 11-34, 11/16/95, Kerry Voted Nay; H.R.
1530, CQ Vote #608: Adopted 51-43: R 47-2; D 4-
41, 12/19/95, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 1635, CQ Vote
#157: Rejected 53-46: R 52-0; D 1-46, 6/4/96,
Kerry Voted Nay; S. 1745, CQ Vote #160: Re-
jected 44-53: R 4-49; D 40-4, 6/19/96, Kerry
Voted Yea; S. 1745, CQ Vote #187: Passed 68—
31: R 50-2; D 18-29, 7/10/96, Kerry Voted Nay;
S. 936, CQ Vote #171: Rejected 43-56: R 2-53; D
41-3, 7/11/97, Kerry Voted Yea; S. 1873, CQ
Vote #131: Motion Rejected 59-41: R 55-0; D 4-
41, 5/13/98, Kerry Voted Nay:; S. 1873, CQ Vote
#262: Motion Rejected 59-41: R 55-0; D 4-41, 9/
9/98, Kerry Voted Nay; S. 2549, CQ Vote #178:
Motion Agreed To 52-48: R 52-3; D 0-45, 7/13/
00, Kerry Voted Nay)
Kerry Then Claimed To Support Missile De-
fense.

I support the development of an effective
defense against ballistic missiles that is de-
ployed with maximum transparency and con-
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sultation with U.S. allies and other major
powers. If there is a real potential of a rogue
nation firing missiles at any city in the
United States, responsible leadership re-
quires that we make our best, most thought-
ful efforts to defend against that threat. The
same is true of accidental launch. If it were
to happen, no leader could ever explain not
having chosen to defend against the disaster
when doing so made sense. (Peace Action
Website, ‘“Where Do The Candidates Stand
On Foreign Policy?” http:/www.peace-ac-
tion.org/2004¢/Kerry.html, Accessed 3/10/04)

Now Kerry Campaign Says He Will Defund Mis-
sile Defense.

Fox News’ Major Garrett: ‘“Kerry would
not say how much all of this would cost. A
top military adviser said the Massachusetts
Senator would pay for some of it by stopping
all funds to deploy a national ballistic mis-
sile defense system, one that Kerry doesn’t
believe will work.

Kerry Advisor Rand Beers: He would not go
forward at this time because there is not a
proof of concept. (Fox News’ ‘‘Special Re-
port,” 3/17/03)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON 1991 IRAQ WAR COALITION

At The Time, Kerry Questioned Strength of 1991
Coalition.

I keep hearing from people, ‘“Well, the coa-
lition is fragile, it won’t stay together,” and
my response to that is, if the coalition is so
fragile, then what are the vital interests and
what is it that compels us to risk our young
American’s lives if the others aren’t willing
to stay the . . . course of peace? . . . I voted
against the president, I'm convinced we’re
doing this the wrong way . . . *“ (CBS’ “This
Morning,”” 1/16/91)

Now Kerry has Nothing but Praise for 1991 Coa-
lition.

Sen. John Kerry: ‘“In my speech on the
floor of the Senate I made it clear, you are
strongest when you act with other nations.
All presidents, historically, his father,
George Herbert Walker Bush, did a brilliant
job of building a legitimate coalition and
even got other people to help pay for the
war.”” (NBC’s ‘“Meet The Press,” 1/11/04)

FLIP-FLOPPED ON VIEW OF WAR ON TERROR

Kerry Said War on Terror is “Basically a Man-
hunt.”

Kerry was asked about Bush’s weekend ap-
pearance on ‘‘Meet the Press’’ when he called
himself a ‘“‘war president.”” The senator, who
watched the session, remarked: ‘‘“The war on
terrorism is a very different war from the
way the president is trying to sell it to us.
It’s a serious challenge, and it is a war of
sorts, but it is not the kind of war they’re
trying to market to America.”” Kerry charac-
terized the war on terror as predominantly
an intelligence gathering and law enforce-
ment operation. ‘“‘It’s basically a manhunt,”’
he said. ‘“You gotta know who they are,
where they are, what they’re planning, and
you gotta be able to go get ‘em before they
get us.” (Katherine M. Skiba, ‘‘Bush, Kerry
Turn Focus To Each Other,” Milwaukee
Journal Sentinel, 2/13/04)

Two Weeks Later, Kerry Flip-Flopped, Saying
War on Terror is More Than ‘A Manhunt’.

This war isn’t just a manhunt—a checklist
of names from a deck of cards. In it, we do
not face just one man or one terrorist group.
We face a global jihadist movement of many
groups, from different sources, with separate
agendas, but all committed to assaulting the
United States and free and open societies
around the globe.” (Senator John Kerry, Re-
marks At University Of California At Los
Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 2/27/04)
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FLIP FLOPPED ON INTERNET TAXATION

In 1998, Kerry Voted To Allow States To Con-
tinue Taxing Internet Access After Morato-
rium Took Effect.

Kerry voted against tabling an amendment
that would extend the moratorium from two
years to three years and allow states that
currently impose taxes on Internet access to
continue doing so after the moratorium
takes effect. (S. 442, CQ Vote #306: Motion
Rejected 28-69: R 27-27; D 142, 10/7/98, Kerry
Voted Nay)

In 2001, Kerry Voted To Extend Internet Tax
Moratorium Until 2005 and Allow States To
Form Uniform Internet Tax System With
Approval of Congress.

(H.R. 1552, CQ Vote #341: Motion Agreed To
57-43: R 35-14; D 22-28; I 10-1, 11/15/01, Kerry
Voted Nay)

Kerry Said ‘““We Do Not Support Any Tax on the
Internet Itself.”’

“We do not support any tax on the Internet
itself. We don’t support access taxes. We
don’t support content taxes. We don’t sup-
port discriminatory taxes. Many of us would
like to see a permanent moratorium on all of
those kinds of taxes. At the same time, a lot
of us were caught in a place where we
thought it important to send the message
that we have to get back to the table in
order to come to a consensus as to how we
equalize the economic playing field in the
United States in a way that is fair.” (Sen-
ator John Kerry, Congressional Record, 11/15/
01, p. S11902)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, do I
have 20 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask the Chair to re-
mind me when I have 4 minutes left.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be notified.

———

THIRTEEN REASONS WHY WE ARE
NOT SAFER

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, my
friend from Mississippi attempted to
describe my friend and colleague’s po-
sition on a variety of different issues.
As we know around here, one of the fa-
vorite techniques—we have just seen
it—is to distort and misrepresent
someone’s position and then differ with
it. That is what has been done with re-
gard to Senator KERRY’s position on
the issues we just heard about. I know
about the No Child Left Behind Act. I
know JOHN KERRY’s position, and I
know his position on health care. We
talk about his position on health care.
What he wants for the American people
is the same thing President Bush has
for himself. When he talks about the
No Child Left Behind Act, the fact is
4Ys million children aren’t getting the
benefits of it. He can defend himself.

It is always interesting to me to lis-
ten to distortions and misrepresenta-
tions on his record. Read the Web site.

I listened to the Senator from Ken-
tucky talk about Senator KERRY on
Iraq. The fact of the matter is this
President can’t solve that problem. He
has had his turn, and it is time to have
someone new. You can ask, Why? Be-
cause he has burned his bridges with



September 28, 2004

the international community. He has
insulted the world community and
shattered and shredded all of the trea-
ties of the United States with the
world community on the matter of
dealing with Iraq. They don’t trust
him. And they won’t. And they will
JOHN KERRY. You have had your time,
Mr. President. You have had your turn
to try to do it. JOHN KERRY has a plan
to be able to do it. He has outlined that
and it offers the best reason and the
best hope for us to be able to achieve
it.

Twenty-four years ago, the President
of the United States, Ronald Reagan,
posed the defining question to the
American people in that election when
he asked, ‘““Are you better off today
than you were 4 years ago?’”’ That sim-
ple question is given greater relevance
now than when Ronald Reagan asked
it.

The defining issue today is national
security. Especially in the post 9/11
world, people have the right to ask
Ronald Reagan’s question in a very
specific and all- important way. Are we
safer today because of the policies of
President Bush?

Any honest assessment can lead to
only one answer—and that answer is an
emphatic no. President Bush is dead
wrong and JOHN KERRY is absolutely
right. We are not safer today and the
reason we are not safer is because of
the President’s misguided war in Iraq.
The President’s handling of the war
has been a toxic mix of ignorance, arro-
gance, and stubborn ideology. No
amount of Presidential rhetoric or pre-
posterous campaign spin can conceal
the truth about the steady downward
spiral in our national security since
President Bush made that decision to
go to war in Iraq.

No issue is more important today.
The battle against terrorism is a battle
we must win. Even those of us who op-
posed the war in Iraq understand that
this is now an American commitment
and we must see it through. But to re-
main silent in the face of mounting
failures by this President and this
White House is to weaken our security
even further, and we cannot let that
happen.

The President keeps saying America
and the world are safer today and bet-
ter off today because Saddam Hussein
is gone. Let us count the ways that
George Bush’s war has not made Amer-
ica safer.

No. 1, Iraq has been a constant, per-
ilous distraction from the real war on
terrorism. There was no persuasive
link between Saddam Hussein and al-
Qaida. All you have to do is read the 9/
11 Commission report. There it is on
page 66.

Nor have we seen evidence indicating that
Iraq cooperated with al-Qaida in the develop-
ment or carrying out any attacks against
the United States.

There it i1s—9/11 Commission, Mr.
CHENEY; 9/11 Commission, Mr. Bush.

It is stated in the staff commission
report as well:
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Two senior bin Laden associates ada-
mantly denied any ties between al-Qaida and
Iraq. We have no credible evidence that Iraq
and al-Qaida cooperated on attacks against
the United States.

There it is. There it is, and this
President indicates that this ties in.

We should have finished the job in
Afghanistan. We should have finished
the job with al-Qaida and the job with
Osama bin Laden.

No. 2, the mismanagement of the war
in Iraq has created a fertile and very
dangerous new breeding ground for ter-
rorists in Iraq and a powerful magnet
for al-Qaida that didn’t exist before the
war. We can’t go a day now without
hearing of attacks in Iraq by insur-
gents and al-Qaida terrorists, and our
troops are in far greater danger be-
cause of it.

In the month of August, 863 Ameri-
cans were killed or wounded; 70 attacks
every single day on American troops.
And we hear the rosy picture of this
administration, and the Secretary of
Defense saying, ‘I am encouraged by
the way things are going.”” The Presi-
dent of United States said only a week
ago that it is just a handful of insur-
gents.

Let us get real. This is what is hap-
pening. That this violence would occur
was abundantly clear before the war.

We find in today’s New York Times,
pre-war assessment on Iraq shows
chance of strong divisions. Is this the
same intelligence unit that produced a
gloomy report in July that President
Bush says is just a matter of guesswork
by our intelligence agencies? He
changed that to ‘‘estimate” but ini-
tially called it ‘‘guesswork.”

About the prospect of growing insta-
bility in Iraq, the report ‘“‘warned’ the
Bush administration about the ‘‘poten-
tial costly consequences of American-
led invasion 2 months before the war
began, Government officials said.”

The assessments predicted that an
American invasion of Iraq would ‘‘in-
crease sympathy’ and support for po-
litical Islam and would result in a
deeply divided Iraqi society prone to
violent internal conflict.

There it is. Give it to the President
of the United States. We have 140,000
American boys over there, with no tie-
in with al-Qaida? And the predictions
are right there in front of us that we
were going to have this kind of conflict
over there. And this administration
says: Oh, no, we are a lot better off
than we were before.

We should have finished the job
against al-Qaida. We should have fin-
ished the job in Afghanistan. We should
have had Osama bin Laden behind bars
instead of Saddam Hussein.

And what did the administration do?
They put on their ideological blinders,
ignored the intelligence, and rushed
headlong into a misguided war that has
put our troops in perilous danger.

Mr. President, if we had gone into Af-
ghanistan, we could have either ended
or damaged al-Qaida, and captured
Osama bin Laden. But al-Qaida is like
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a cancer. It metastasized. We had an
opportunity to grab it all when we bat-
tled in Afghanistan, but we did not. We
stepped back. We went into Iraq. And
what has happened? Like a cancer, it
has metastasized all over the world—in
Southeast Asia, in Saudi Arabia, as far
as Morocco, all over. It is a funda-
mental and basic miscalculation, and
the American people are in greater
danger as a result of that decision not
to close the door on al-Qaida.

No. 4, because of the war, the danger
of terrorist attacks against America
itself has become greater. Our pre-
occupation with Iraq has given al-
Qaida 2 full years to regroup and plan
murderous new assaults on us. We
know al-Qaida will try to attack Amer-
ica again and again at home if it pos-
sibly can. Yet instead of staying fo-
cused on the real war on terror, Presi-
dent Bush rushed headlong into an un-
necessary war in Iraq.

No. 5, and most ominously, the Bush
administration’s focus on Iraq has left
us needlessly more vulnerable to an al-
Qaida attack with a nuclear weapon.
The greatest threat of all to our home-
land is a nuclear attack. A mushroom
cloud over any American city is the ul-
timate nightmare, and the risk is all
too great. Osama bin Laden calls the
acquisition of a nuclear device a ‘‘reli-
gious duty.” Documents captured from
a key al-Qaida aide 3 years ago reveal
plans even then to smuggle high-grade
radioactive materials into the United
States in shipping containers.

If al-Qaida can obtain or assemble a
nuclear weapon, they will use it on
New York, Washington, or any Amer-
ican city. The greatest danger we face
in the days and weeks ahead is a nu-
clear 9/11, and we hope and pray it is
not already too late to prevent. The
war in Iraq has made the mushroom
cloud more likely, not less likely, and
it never should have happened.

No. 6, the war in Iraq has provided a
powerful worldwide recruiting tool for
al-Qaida. We know al-Qaida is getting
stronger because its attacks in other
parts of the world are increasing. In
the 8 years before 9/11, al-Qaida con-
ducted three attacks. But in the 3
years since 9/11, it has carried out a
dozen more attacks, killing hundreds
in Spain, Pakistan, Indonesia, and else-
where.

No. 7, because of the war, Afghani-
stan itself is still unstable. Taliban and
al-Qaida elements roam the country. A
dangerous border with Pakistan, where
terrorists can easily cross, continues to
be wide open. President Hamid Karzai
is frequently forced to negotiate with
warlords who control private armies in
the tens of thousands. Opium produc-
tion is at a record level and is being
used to finance terrorism. Our troops
there are in greater danger. Free and
fair elections are in greater danger.
The war in Iraq has stretched our
troops thin to the point where we can-
not provide enough additional forces to
stop the rising drug trade and enable
President Karzai to gain full control of
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the country and root out al-Qaida. How
can we afford not to do that?

No. 8, we have alienated longtime
friends and leaders in other nations,
whom we heavily depend on for intel-
ligence, for border enforcement, for
shutting off funds to al-Qaida, and for
many other types of support in the on-
going war against international ter-
rorism. Mistrust of America has soared
throughout the world, and we are espe-
cially hated in the Muslim world. In
parts of it, the bottom has fallen out.

The past 2 years have seen the steep-
est and deepest fall from grace our
country has ever suffered in the eyes of
the world community in all our his-
tory. We remember the enormous good-
will that flowed to America in the
aftermath of September 11, and we
never should have squandered it.

Does President Bush ever learn? His
chip-on-the-shoulder address to the
United Nations last week was yet an-
other missed opportunity to turn the
page and start regaining the genuine
support of the world community for a
sensible policy on Iraq.

In fact, the President’s arrogance to-
ward the world community has left our
soldiers increasingly isolated and
alone. We have nearly 90 percent of the
troops on the ground in Iraq, and more
than 95 percent of those killed and
wounded are Americans. Instead of
other nations joining us, initially sup-
portive nations are pulling out. The so-
called coalition of the willing has be-
come the coalition of the dwindling.

No. 9, our overall military forces are
stretched to the breaking point be-
cause of the war in Iraq. As the Defense
Science Board recently told Secretary
Rumsfeld:

Current and projected force structure will
not sustain our current and projected global
stabilization commitments.

LTG John Riggs said it clearly:

I have been in the Army 39 years, and I've
never seen the Army as stretched in that 39
years as I have today.

As Senator JOHN MCCAIN warned last
week, if we have a problem in some
other flash point in the world, ‘‘it’s
clear, at least to most observers, that
we don’t have sufficient personnel.”

The war has also undermined the
Guard and Reserve. Many Guard mem-
bers are also first responders for any
terrorist attack on the United States.
Our homeland security, as well, is
being weakened because of their loss.

No. 10, the war in Iraq has under-
mined the basic rule of international
law that protects captured Americans.
The Geneva Conventions are supposed
to protect our forces, but the brutal in-
terrogation techniques used at Abu
Ghraib prison in Iraq have lowered the
bar for treatment of POWs and endan-
gered our soldiers throughout the
world.

No. 11, while President Bush has been
preoccupied with Iraq, not just one but
two serious nuclear threats have been
rising—from North Korea and Iran.
Four years ago, North Korea’s pluto-
nium program was inactive. Its nuclear
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rods were under seal. Two years ago, as
the Iraq debate became intense, North
Korea expelled the international in-
spectors and began turning its fuel rods
into nuclear weapons. At the beginning
of the Bush administration, North
Korea was already thought to have two
such weapons. Now they may have
eight or more, and the danger is far
greater.

Iran, too, is now on a fast track that
could produce nuclear weapons. The
international inspectors found traces
of highly enriched uranium at two nu-
clear sites, and Iran admitted last
March that it had the centrifuges to
enrich uranium. The international
community might be more willing to
act if President Bush had not abused
the U.N. resolution passed on Iraq 2
years ago, when he took the words ‘‘se-
rious consequences’ as a license for
launching his unilateral war in Iraqg.
Now, after that breach of faith with
the world community, other nations
now refuse to trust us enough to enact
a similar U.N. resolution on Iran be-
cause they fear President Bush will use
it to justify another reckless war.

No. 12, while we focused on the non-
existent nuclear threat from Saddam,
we have not done enough to safeguard
the vast amounts of unsecured nuclear
material in the world. According to a
joint report by the Nuclear Threat Ini-
tiative and Harvard’s Managing-the-
Atom Project, ‘‘scores of nuclear ter-
rorist opportunities lie in wait in coun-
tries all around the world’—especially
at sites in the former Soviet Union
that contain enough nuclear material
for a nuclear weapon and are poorly de-
fended against terrorists and criminals.

As former Senator Sam Nunn said:

The most effective, least expensive way to
prevent nuclear terrorism is to secure nu-
clear weapons and materials at the source.

How Iloudly—how loudly—does the
alarm bell have to ring before Presi-
dent Bush wakes up?

No. 13, the neglect of the Bush ad-
ministration of all aspects of homeland
security because of the war is fright-
ening. All we have to do is look at to-
day’s paper.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to notify me when I have 1
minute remaining.

It says in the paper that the FBI is
said to lag on translations. It talks
about 3 years after 9/11 more than
120,000 hours of potentially valuable
terrorism-related recordings have not
been translated by the linguists at the
FBI. Then it talks about that the al-
Qaida messages ‘‘tomorrow is zero
hour” and ‘‘the match is about to
begin” were intercepted by the Na-
tional Security Agency on September
10 but not translated until days after-
wards.

Homeland security? Why aren’t we
getting this done in terms of securing
our homeland? We are pouring nearly
$5 billion a month into Iraq. We are
grossly shortchanging the urgent need
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to strengthen our ability to prevent
terrorist attacks at home and to
strengthen our preparedness to respond
to them if they occur.

As former Republican Senator War-
ren Rudman, chairman of the Inde-
pendent Task Force on Emergency Re-
sponders, said: ‘“‘Homeland security is
terribly underfunded.”

That is a Republican Senator who is
saying that. That isn’t a Democrat.
“Terribly underfunded.”

We see what happens as a result. Our
hospitals are unprepared for a bioter-
rorist attack. Our land borders, our
seaports, our shipping containers, our
transit systems, our waterways, nu-
clear power—none of these have suffi-
cient funds for protection against ter-
rorist attacks, even though the Bush
administration has put the Nation on
high alert for such attacks five times
in the last 3 years.

You can’t pack all these reasons
America is not safer into a 30-second
television response ad or a news story
or an editorial. But as anyone who
cares about the issue can quickly
learn, our President has no credi-
bility—no credibility—when he keeps
telling us that America and the world
are safer because he went to war in
Iraq and rid us of Saddam Hussein.

President Bush’s record on Iraq is
clearly costing American lives and en-
dangering America and the world. Our
President won’t change or even admit
how wrong he has been and still is. De-
spite the long line of mistaken blun-
ders and outright deception, there has
been no accountability. As election day
draws closer, the buck is circling more
and more closely over 1600 Pennsyl-
vania Avenue. Only a new President
can right the extraordinary wrongs of
the Bush administration on our foreign
policy and our national security.

On November 2, the American people
will decide whether they still have con-
fidence in this President’s leadership.
When we ask ourselves the funda-
mental question, whether President
Bush has made us safer, there can only
be one answer. No, he has not. That is
why America needs new leadership. We
could have been, and we should have
been much safer than we are today.

We cannot afford to stay this very
dangerous course. This election cannot
come soon enough. As I have said be-
fore, the only thing America has to
fear is 4 more years of George Bush.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENzI). The Senator from Wisconsin.

———

THE 40TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
WILDERNESS ACT

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, Sep-
tember 3, 2004, marked the 40th anni-
versary of the Wilderness Act. I have
introduced a resolution, S. Res. 387,
commemorating this important mile-
stone, and I hope the Senate will ap-
prove this resolution, which has 18 co-
sponsors, before we adjourn for the
year.

I would like to take this opportunity
to recognize the many people who have
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helped us preserve over 106 million
acres of wilderness for future genera-
tions to hike, to hunt, to fish, and to
enjoy.

People such as Howard Zahniser,
Olaus and Mardy Murie, Ceila Hunter,
and Bob Marshall had the vision to pro-
tect our wild places. Legislators such
as John Saylor and Hubert Humphrey
listened to them and made their vision
a reality.

As a Senator from Wisconsin, I feel a
special bond with this issue. My State
has produced great wilderness thinkers
and leaders, such as the writer and con-
servationist Aldo Leopold, whose ‘‘A
Sand County Almanac’ helped to gal-
vanize the environmental movement;
like Sierra Club founder John Muir;
and like Sigurd Olson, one of the
founders of the Wilderness Society.

Senator Clinton Anderson of New
Mexico said that his support of the wil-
derness system was the direct result of
discussions he had held almost 40 years
before with Leopold. And then-Sec-
retary of the Interior Stewart Udall re-
ferred to Leopold as the instigator of
the modern wilderness movement.

For others, the ideas of Olson and
Muir—particularly the idea that pre-
serving wilderness is a way for us to
better understand our country’s his-
tory and the frontier experience—pro-
vided an important justification for the
wilderness system.

I am privileged to hold the Senate
seat held by Gaylord Nelson, a man for
whom I have the greatest admiration
and respect. He is a well-known and
widely respected former Senator and
two-term Governor of Wisconsin, and
the founder of Earth Day. What I find
so remarkable is that, even after a dis-
tinguished career in public service, he
continues to work for conservation. He
is currently devoting his time to the
protection of wilderness by serving as a
counselor to the Wilderness Society—
an activity which is quite appropriate
for someone who was a coO-sponsor,
along with former Senator Proxmire,
of the bill that became the Wilderness
Act.

I am proud of Wisconsin’s part in
making this legislation law, and I am
proud to carry on that tradition
through the Senate Wilderness Caucus.

I also wish to thank my colleagues
the senior Senator from West Virginia,
Mr. BYRD, the senior Senator from
Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY, and the
senior Senator from Hawaii, Mr.
INOUYE, all of whom served in the Sen-
ate in 1964 and voted for the Wilderness
Act.

That Act was the first piece of legis-
lation in the world to preserve wild
places. Forty years after the act
passed, wilderness still enjoys wide-
spread, bipartisan support. Just re-
cently the Bush administration an-
nounced its recommendation for wil-
derness designation of the Apostle Is-
lands National Lakeshore in Wisconsin,
a place that is near and dear to my
heart and to the hearts of many Wis-
consinites. I thank my former staffer
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Mary Frances Repko, who for 9 years
worked tirelessly to promote, protect,
and push for a wilderness study for the
Apostles Islands, and to preserve Amer-
ica’s public lands.

In closing, I would like to remind col-
leagues of the words of Aldo Leopold in
his 1949 book, ‘“‘A Sand County Alma-
nac.” He said, ‘“The outstanding sci-
entific discovery of the twentieth cen-
tury is not the television, or radio, but
rather the complexity of the land orga-
nism. Only those who know the most
about it can appreciate how little is
known about it.”” We still have much to
learn, but this anniversary of the Wil-
derness Act reminds us how far we
have come and how the commitment to
public lands that the Senate and the
Congress demonstrated 40 years ago
continues to benefit all Americans.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I recently
received a letter from Mrs. Margaret
Baker of Hillsboro, WV, who wrote of
“how important wilderness areas are to
the quality of life in West Virginia.”
Writing about West Virginia’s Cran-
berry Wilderness Area, she explains
that, in this special place ‘‘you can
take your children here and actually
see what nature looks like when it’s
not in a neatly labeled museum ex-
hibit, when the animals aren’t in cages
and the trees aren’t trimmed into per-
fect little bricketts of shrubbery.”

Mrs. Baker’s letter continues:

My husband and I hike in the Cranberry
Wilderness and always see something that is
astonishing, a forest of ferns, an abstract art
work of lichen or sunset colored mushrooms.
You can see a picture of a wilderness area
but unless you smell it, and feel the mud
under your boots, experience the light shin-
ing on it and hear the birds and crickets, you
can’t really appreciate how amazing the of-
ferings of the planet are. I think West Vir-
ginians have a duty to preserve this re-
minder of what is good and wholesome and
worth being optimistic about in our world.
Help keep West Virginia wild.

I share that letter today for several
reasons. The first is that Mrs. Baker’s
letter gives me the opportunity to
boast of the natural beauty of West
Virginia, which everyone knows I like
to do. One should not doubt that areas
like the Cranberry Wilderness are both
beautiful and unique. This incredible
area of 35,864 acres of broad and mas-
sive mountains and deep, narrow val-
leys is the State’s largest wilderness
area.

As Mrs. Baker’s letter so movingly
indicates, visitors to the Cranberry
Wilderness directly and vividly experi-
ence nature. Its wildlife includes black
bear, white-tailed deer, wild turkey,
mink, bobcat, numerous varieties of
birds, and many species of reptiles. The
waters of the Cranberry Wilderness are
home to brook trout and several spe-
cies of amphibians. Vegetation in the
area includes spruce and hemlock at
the higher elevations and hardwood
trees such as black cherry and yellow
birch and thickets of rhododendrons
and mountain laurel in the lower ter-
rain.
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How exciting and rewarding it is to
know that individuals like Mrs. Baker
are able to use and enjoy this great
wilderness. I certainly agree with Mrs.
Baker that we ‘‘have a duty to preserve
this [and other] reminders of what is
good and wholesome.”

That brings me to my second reason
for sharing Mrs. Baker’s letter with
you. This year, 2004, is the 40th anni-
versary of the Wilderness Act of 1964,
which was enacted to ensure that spe-
cial places like the Cranberry Wilder-
ness would be protected for future gen-
erations. In an era of ‘‘an ever increas-
ing population, accompanied by ex-
panding settlement and growing mech-
anization,” the Wilderness Act de-
clared that we must secure the land
where ‘‘the earth and its community of
life are untrammeled by man and
where man himself is a visitor.”

My home State of West Virginia has
certainly benefitted from the creation
of wilderness areas, and the Cranberry
Wilderness is just one of the five wil-
derness areas in my State. The others
include Dolly Sods, Otter Creek, Laurel
Fork North, and Laurel Fork South
Wilderness Areas, and West Virginia
remains wild and wonderful, in part,
because of Congress’s actions. Further-
more, our Nation’s 662 wilderness areas
have given Americans a freedom to ex-
plore. This freedom has been secured
and protected so that future genera-
tions also may enjoy the beauty of
God’s creation.

Covered from end to end, and on all
sides, by the ancient Appalachian
Mountains, West Virginia is exquisite
in its natural splendor. It is the most
southern of the northern; the most
northern of the southern; the most
eastern of the western; and the most
western of the eastern States. It is
where the east says ‘‘good morning’’ to
the west, and where Yankee Doodle and
Dixie kiss each other goodnight.

It is only fitting that, on the celebra-
tion of the 40th anniversary of the Wil-
derness Act, we cast our eyes backward
so that we might have insight into how
to better prepare for future events. On
a whole range of important issues, the
Senate has always been blessed with
Senators who were able to reach across
party lines and consider, first and fore-
most, the national interest.

Our late colleague, Senator Hubert
H. Humphrey was certainly such a per-
son. He introduced the first wilderness
bill in the Senate in 1956 and was there
for its passage in 1964. Other former
colleagues had this ability, including
Senators Scoop Jackson, Clinton An-
derson, Frank Church, Richard Russell,
and Mike Mansfield. They understood
the art of legislating, and they reveled
in it. For this and other reasons, I am
also honored to be associated with such
Senators and to be the recipient of the
Hubert H. Humphrey Wilderness Lead-
ership Award that was presented to me
earlier this month.

As we look back 40 years, we can see
how the seeds of legislation have blos-
somed. This certainly rings true of the
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passage of the Wilderness Act. Through
four Congresses, Members on both sides
of the aisle worked through the key
challenges and made the right com-
promises rather than simply suc-
cumbing to the purely political tactics
and rhetoric that seem to dominate
today. The debate on the Wilderness
Act should serve as a great example of
how Members of both parties in the
Senate and the House of Representa-
tives can come together to pass his-
toric pieces of legislation.

It is hard for me to believe that 40
years have passed since Congress first
approved the Wilderness Act. It is also
hard to believe that only Senators
INOUYE and KENNEDY and I remain in
the Senate as Members who voted for
that original legislation. Yet today we
can proudly say that the original des-
ignation of 9.1 million acres in that
first bill has expanded to more than 105
million acres in 44 States. I believe
that this landmark legislation should
serve as a lesson for those who are
seeking guidance regarding other im-
portant measures before this and fu-
ture Congresses.

In closing, I am reminded of the im-
mortal words of one of America’s fore-
most conservationists and outdoors-
men, John Muir:

Oh, these vast, calm, measureless moun-
tain days, inciting at once to work and rest!
Days in whose light everything seems equal-
ly divine, opening a thousand windows to
show us God. Nevermore, however weary,
should one faint by the way who gains the
blessing of one mountain day: whatever his
fate, long life, short life, stormy or calm, he
is rich forever. . .. I only went out for a
walk, and finally concluded to stay out till
sundown, for going out, I found, was going
in.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today
to recognize the 40th anniversary of
the Wilderness Act.

From the days of the earliest set-
tlers, wilderness has always been a de-
fining part of our national heritage.
Simply put, the American wilderness
helped shape the American values of
freedom, opportunity and independ-
ence.

As it did in 1964, Nevada still con-
tains many of the wildest and least
traveled places in the lower 48 States.
The remote and untamed areas of Ne-
vada represent a reservoir of challenges
and opportunities for hunters, fisher-
men, birdwatchers, photographers, and
other outdoorsmen.

We all play a stewardship role, and I
am proud of the job our nation has
done and continues to do in upholding
these uniquely American values.

In particular, I would like to recog-
nize four individuals from my home
State of Nevada who are true wilder-
ness heroes.

Marge Sill has advocated protecting
wild places for more than 4 decades.
She worked to pass the 1964 Act, as
well as every Nevada wilderness bill
since then. Marge helped establish the
Friends of Nevada Wilderness, which
celebrates its 20th anniversary this
year, and has mentored multiple gen-
erations of wilderness advocates.
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Hermie and John Hiatt have been
leaders in Nevada conservation efforts
for more than 2 decades. Their tireless
advocacy for wilderness and environ-
mental protection particularly in
southern and eastern Nevada serves as
inspiration for many. Their interest in
and knowledge of the science behind
conservation serves Nevada well.

Finally I would like to recognize
Roger Scholl, who played a key role in
the development of the 1989 Nevada
Wilderness Protection Act. In a quiet
but effective and reasonable manner,
Roger has consistently sought to de-
velop consensus wilderness proposals.
From Mt. Moriah and the Schell Creek
Range in White Pine County to Mr.
Rose and High Rock Canyon in Washoe
County, Roger’s work on wilderness
issues has benefited Nevada and our
Nation. His counsel has served me well.

Through the work of these Nevadans
the number of Nevada wildernesses has
grown from one, the Jarbidge Wilder-
ness, to more than 40 in 40 years. I
commend them for their work on be-
half of Nevada and the Nation.

As President Lyndon Johnson said
upon signing the Wilderness Act, “If
future generations are to remember us
with gratitude rather than contempt,
we must leave them something more
than the miracles of technology. We
must leave them a glimpse of the world
as it was in the beginning.”

With stewards such as these four
great Nevadans, If know that our Na-
tion’s great wilderness heritage will be
secure for generations to come.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, forty
years ago this month, President Lyn-
don Johnson signed the Wilderness Act,
which set aside some of the most quin-
tessential American landscapes in this
vast country. This visionary law first
protected about 9 million acres of pub-
lic lands. Today, as a result of a bipar-
tisan commitment by successive Con-
gresses and Presidents, 105 million
acres of land are protected in 44 States.

California is blessed to have nearly 14
million acres permanently protected as
wilderness for the public to enjoy and
as a legacy for future generations.
These areas include some of the most
spectacular lands and diverse eco-
systems, including forests, deserts,
coastal mountains and grasslands.

Americans have long recognized the
need to protect our public lands and
their vast resources. John Muir, along
with U.S. presidents from both parties,
including Teddy Roosevelt, foresaw the
need for us to protect these precious
lands, lest they be lost forever.

Wilderness provides a place of refuge
from urban pressures. Millions of
Americans retreat to wilderness to
fish, hunt, horseback ride, cross-coun-
try ski, hike and pursue other rec-
reational breaks from everyday life.

Wilderness protects watersheds that
provide clean water to our cities and
farms. Forests cleanse our air and pro-
vide habitat for countless plant and
animal species, many of which are en-
dangered. Wilderness provides some-
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thing else that is harder to measure,
solitude and peace. California’s popu-
lation of nearly 36 million will balloon
to 50 million in the next 20 years, so
space will become even more precious.

I am pleased to cosponsor Senator
FEINGOLD’S resolution honoring the
40th anniversary of the Wilderness Act.
I am also pleased to be the author of
the California Wild Heritage Act,
which would protect approximately 2.5
million acres of public lands as wilder-
ness. The areas that would be protected
by this legislation include: the King
Range on the Lost Coast in Northern
California; the White Mountains in
eastern California, home to the ancient
Bristlecone Pines; and Eagle Peak in
San Diego County, which includes the
headwaters of the San Diego River and
is home to great plant and animal di-
versity.

These and many other areas deserve
the protection that was envisioned
back in 1964, when the Wilderness Act
was signed into law.

I believe that our beautiful and var-
ied landscapes help make us the people
that we are. Today, we look back and
are thankful for those who worked to
set aside the rich tapestry that is our
wilderness heritage. But looking back
is not enough. We must also dedicate
ourselves to securing the irreplaceable
remaining unprotected wilderness
areas as our legacy for those who fol-
low us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, how
much time remains on the Democratic
side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
11 minutes.

———
CHALLENGES FACING AMERICA

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair for this opportunity to speak
on issues that go to the heart of the
challenges facing America and the
challenge we face in the upcoming elec-
tion. Is there one of us who can forget
9/11, where we were, how our lives were
changed, how America was changed?

I was in this building, evacuated in
panic as the White House was being
evacuated, wondering what would hap-
pen next. Senators, Congressmen were
dispersing in every direction, trying to
find some safe place with all the visi-
tors in the Capitol.

I remember, as well, what happened
during the course of that day. By the
evening time, after the President had
spoken to our country, Members of the
Senate and House, Democrats and Re-
publicans, in a remarkable, unprece-
dented move, stood together singing
““God Bless America” on the steps of
our Capitol—a sense of unity, a sense
of purpose, a determination to avenge
those who had attacked the TUnited
States and to protect Americans here
and abroad.

Recall how the world reacted. Coun-
tries that had been barely friendly to
the United States stood up and said
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they would be on our side in the war
against terrorism, stood up and said
they would help us to make sure such
an attack never occurred again, a
broad coalition of countries standing
behind the United States, many of
these same countries we had helped in
years gone by. Now they were prepared
to help us.

We came here on Capitol Hill and in
a matter of hours did two very impor-
tant things. First, we declared war on
the clear enemy of the United States,
al-Qaida. Of course, the Taliban in Af-
ghanistan became the focus of our
military effort. It was a bipartisan
vote, an overwhelming vote. There
were no partisan speeches. We were to-
gether. We had identified the enemy.
We were moving forward. We were not
going to forget what happened on 9/11
even as we buried our dead and honored
the wounded and the heroes of Amer-
ica.

And then think what happened next.
We said to our Government: We are
going to give you the tools and re-
sources you need to fight this war
against terrorism, to wage this war in
Afghanistan. Again, we stood in a bi-
partisan fashion.

It is hard to believe that was only 3
years ago. It seems like so much
longer. What has happened in the
meantime? Take a look around at the
United States and the world commu-
nity. Countries that stood with us after
9/11, determined to help us, have
walked away from us. Americans who
were determined to work together are
divided. We find ourselves with scarce
resources to really attack the enemies
of the United States. We find ourselves
counting the dead and wounded on a
daily basis, with no end in sight.

What has happened to make the dif-
ference? What has happened is a deci-
sion by this administration to lose
focus, to stop this intensive effort
against the enemies of 9/11 and instead
to wage a war in Irag—a war which
sadly goes on and on every single day,
with no end in sight. For some in the
administration, it was an answer to a
prayer; 9/11 was the reason and the ex-
cuse that was needed to attack Iraq.
This irrational passion to go after Sad-
dam Hussein in Iraq, whatever the
threat against the United States, has
led us to a point where we find so many
of our best and brightest and bravest
Americans dying and facing severe in-
juries and wounds in Iraq every single
day.

When the war began in Iraq, I said I
wanted to call every family in Illinois
who loses a soldier. I have not been
able to do that. Some I could not get
through to. I have to tell you, there is
a stack of six names on my desk. Over
50 Illinoisans have been Kkilled in this
war and there is no end in sight.

I spoke to another family yesterday,
the family of a 28-year-old marine from
Pana, IL, a wonderful young man who
was dedicated to this country. He lost
his life a few days ago. How many
times that story has been played out
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over and over again—over a thousand
times American soldiers Kkilled, over
7,000 gravely wounded.

I have been to Walter Reed and I
have seen them with arms blown off,
legs blown off, loss of both hands, head
injuries, blinded, paraplegics. These
are the wounded who come back from
Iraq.

What do we know today? We know
the case made by the Bush administra-
tion for the invasion of Iraq was wrong.
We know the information given to the
American people to justify the invasion
of this country was wrong. How do we
know that? The Senate Intelligence
Committee, in a bipartisan report,
came up with the clear conclusion that
our intelligence was just plain wrong.

When the President told us we would
find an arsenal of weapons of mass de-
struction, over a year and a half later
we have found none. When the Presi-
dent told us we would find a stockpile
of nuclear weapons threatening the
Middle East and the United States, we
have found none. When the President
told us there was a linkage between
Saddam Hussein and al-Qaida, the
attackers of 9/11, we have found none.
The list goes on and on.

The President has come back and re-
tracted statements he made in the
State of the Union Address, incorrectly
saying that fissile materials, nuclear
materials, were sent from Africa to
Iraq. So the information given to the
American people to justify the war
turned out to be wrong.

Now, the question is, How were the
American people misled? Was it delib-
erate? I personally believe that unless
there is clear, credible, and convincing
evidence that the President and his ad-
ministration knew the information was
wrong, you cannot say it was a delib-
erate deception of the American peo-
ple. But this much you can say: People
within this administration who con-
tinue to parrot these lines they know
are false are, frankly, not only doing a
great disservice to the American peo-
ple, they have a wanton, reckless dis-
regard for the truth.

Let me give you some quotes to back
that up, so you understand what we are
talking about. This is a statement
made by President Bush at a press con-
ference a few months ago:

The reason that I keep insisting there was
a relationship between Iraq and al-Qaida is
because there is a relationship between Iraq
and al-Qaida.

Look what Secretary of State Colin
Powell said a few days ago:

I have seen nothing that makes a direct
connection between Saddam Hussein and
that awful regime and what happened on 9/11.

That is his own Secretary of State
who says the President is not telling
the American people the facts.

Look at the 9/11 Commission report.
This is a report prepared on a bipar-
tisan basis, which has been lauded by
everybody in Congress. This is what
they say:

We have no credible evidence that Iraq and
al-Qaida cooperated on attacks against the
United States.
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Yet if you ask the American people,
they will make the following argu-
ment: It is far better for us to be fight-
ing terrorism in al-Qaida over there
than to be fighting it here in the
United States. These conclusions by
the 9/11 Commission and Secretary of
State Colin Powell tell you that state-
ment is just plain wrong.

We are not fighting al-Qaida in Iraq.
The al-Qaida forces, as Senator KEN-
NEDY said earlier, have metastasized
around the world. They are a threat to
all of us.

Let us tell you what we know for
sure. We have lost international co-
operation in Iraq; the same cooperation
that was there to help us fight ter-
rorism is gone. Our coalition continues
to dwindle and the losses are to Amer-
ican troops; 95 percent of those killed
and wounded are American soldiers. If
you want to know who is waging the
war, how much commitment is being
made by this coalition, that statistic
tells it all.

Secondly, we were unprepared, we
were not prepared, our troops did not
have the necessary equipment and even
training for what they faced after the
initial military victory in Iraq.

Over the weekend, back home, offi-
cers in the Illinois National Guard told
us their units are being asked to do
things far beyond their training capa-
bility. We know our troops went into
battle in the aftermath without the
necessary body armor and that the
Humvees were not properly equipped
for what happened in Iraq. We know
our helicopters didn’t have the nec-
essary defense equipment—this from an
administration that received every
penny it asked for from Congress to
wage this war.

This Commander in Chief did not
stand up for our troops, was not pre-
pared to defend our troops, and we have
seen what resulted: over 1,000 dead,
over 7,000 wounded.

There is no end in sight.

There is a litany of quotes from Sen-
ator HAGEL, Senator MCCAIN, Senator
LUGAR, and so many others on the Re-
publican side who have joined on the
Democratic side to say that, clearly,
we are not winning the war in Iraq.
This Commander in Chief cannot crow
and brag about the great job in Iraq.
We are there with no end in sight.

We have found now that we have been
misled in going into Iraq, and we con-
tinue to be misled by statements from
this administration about the reason
for the war and what we can expect its
outcome to be.

There are many who argue that JOHN
KERRY should not be elected President
because he cannot come up with a plan
to extricate us from this complicated
mess in Iraq. That, to me, is a curious
position. This President, President
Bush, drove our national bus into a
cul-de-sac and now he can’t turn it
around, and he blames JOHN KERRY be-
cause he cannot explain how President
Bush can get us out of this mess in
Iraq.
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What is wrong with that picture?
This is a decision by President Bush to
invade before the inspections were
completed, before the U.N. had an op-
portunity to join us, to invade before
the facts were in. The invasion took
place and our military did its best.
They are the best in the world. They
conquered Saddam Hussein, but they
left us in a position of vulnerability,
with no end in sight. That is the choice
facing American voters on November 2.

I yield the floor.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———————

NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE REFORM
ACT OF 2004

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 2845, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 2845) to reform the intelligence
community and the intelligence and intel-
ligence-related activities of the U.S. Govern-
ment, and for other purposes.

Pending:

McCain amendment No. 3702, to add title
VII of S. 2774, 9/11 Commission Report Imple-
mentation Act, related to transportation se-
curity.

Wyden amendment No. 3704, to establish an
Independent National Security Classification
Board in the executive branch.

Collins amendment No. 3705, to provide for
homeland security grant coordination and
simplification.

AMENDMENT NO. 3705

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, last
evening, on behalf of myself, Senator
CARPER, and Senator LIEBERMAN, I of-
fered an amendment to rewrite the for-
mula for the Homeland Security Grant
Program. The amendment we brought
before the Senate was unanimously re-
ported as a separate bill by the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee.

We should always keep in mind that
should there be another terrorist at-
tack on our country, people will be
calling 911; they will not be calling the
Washington, DC, area code. It is our
first responders—our firefighters, our
police officers, our emergency medical
personnel—who are always on the
scene first. We know that from the
tragic attacks of 9/11, and, as Secretary
Ridge has pointed out many times,
homeland security starts with the se-
curity of our hometowns. For this rea-
son, we have come together in a bipar-
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tisan way, representing large States
and small States, to draft the Home-
land Security Grant Enhancement Act,
and we have offered it as an amend-
ment to this bill. It would streamline
and strengthen the assistance we pro-
vide to our States, communities, and
first responders who protect our home-
land.

The underlying Homeland Security
Act contains virtually no guidance on
how the Department of Homeland Se-
curity is to assist State and local gov-
ernments with their homeland security
needs. In fact, the 187-page Homeland
Security Act mentions the issue of
grants to first responders in but a sin-
gle paragraph. The decisions on how
Federal dollars should be spent or how
much money should be allocated to
home were left to another day when
Congress enacted that important legis-
lation, but it is now time for Congress
to finally address this critical issue.

We know that much of the burden for
homeland security has fallen on the
shoulders of State and local officials
across America, those who are truly on
the front lines. In crafting the amend-
ment before us, the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee listened first and fore-
most to our first responders. We held
three hearings on this vital topic and
negotiated for 2 years to produce the
amendment that Senator CARPER, Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN, and I are offering. The
bipartisan measure was approved by
the Governmental Affairs Committee
by a 16-to-0 vote, and it currently has
29 cosponsors, including the distin-
guished Presiding Officer.

There are several groups that are ac-
tive with first responders who are sup-
porting our legislation. They include
the National Governor’s Association,
Advocates for EMS, National Council
of State Legislators, Council of State
Governments, the National Association
of Counties, the National League of
Cities, and the Fraternal Order of Po-
lice.

As you can see, Mr. President, our
approach has widespread support. It is
supported by Senators from big States,
such as Michigan and Ohio—and I want
to particularly commend the Senators
from those States for their hard work
on this legislation—and small States,
such as my home State of Maine and
the State of the Senator from Dela-
ware.

The wide breadth of support dem-
onstrates the balanced approach our
amendment takes to homeland secu-
rity funding. It recognizes that threat-
based funding is a critical part of
homeland security funding. It does so
by almost tripling the homeland secu-
rity funding awarded based on threat
and risk. This has been a particular
concern to Senator CLINTON, who has
brought this issue before the Senate a
couple of times.

The amendment, however, also recog-
nizes that first responders in each and
every State are on the front lines and
have needs. Therefore, the bill main-
tains a minimum allocation for each
State.
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The legislation will also improve the
coordination and the administration of
homeland security funding by pro-
moting one-stop shopping for homeland
security funding opportunities. It es-
tablishes a clearinghouse to assist first
responders and State and local govern-
ments in accessing homeland security
grant information and other resources
within the new department. This clear-
inghouse will help improve access to
information, coordinate technical as-
sistance for vulnerability and threat
assessments, provide information re-
garding homeland security best prac-
tices, and compile information regard-
ing homeland security equipment pur-
chased with Federal funds.

Establishment of these improve-
ments will mean first responders can
spend more time training to save lives
and less time filling out unnecessary
paperwork.

This amendment will establish a fair
and balanced approach to allocating
this critical funding. I am very pleased
to have worked with the Senator from
Delaware on this and I yield to him for
any comments he might have, unless,
of course, the ranking member would
like to speak first.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
appreciate the recognition. Senator
CoLLINS and I have to go a short walk
to a meeting, so I take this oppor-
tunity and use it briefly to rise in sup-
port of the Collins-Carper amendment
submitted by the chairman of the com-
mittee and the distinguished Senator
from Delaware, who worked very hard
on this very important topic and area
before the 9/11 Commission Report was
assigned to the Governmental Affairs
Committee.

This is an important addition to the
National Intelligence Reform Act, the
underlying proposal that came out of
our committee last week, because it
would help ensure that in these dan-
gerous times the needs of our States
and local first responders are met in a
reasonable and coordinated way.

In the past 3 years since September
11, beginning on September 11, our first
responders and preventers have made
real progress in boosting America’s
preparedness to deal with the threat of
terrorism. But as an independent task
force of the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions found last year: the TUnited
States has not reached a sufficient na-
tional level of emergency preparedness
and remains dangerously unprepared to
handle catastrophic attack on Amer-
ican soil—dangerously unprepared.
That I take to refer particularly not to
the law enforcers, who are the first pre-
venters, but to the capacity of our
total response system at the local and
State level to respond to a catastrophic
attack.

This amendment, unanimously ap-
proved by a total nonpartisan vote in
our committee, is an important first
step in ensuring that our local first re-
sponders get the resources they need.
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First, this amendment simplifies the
existing homeland security grant proc-
ess by creating an interagency com-
mittee to coordinate Federal require-
ments for homeland security planning
and reporting, and it eliminates
redundancies. It would establish a
clearinghouse to offer local commu-
nities one-stop shopping for informa-
tion on available Federal grants.

Second and most important, this
amendment would reform the way
homeland security grant money is cur-
rently distributed.

In crafting these funding provisions,
the committee acted consistent with
the recommendation of the 9/11 Com-
mission to significantly increase the
amount of homeland security funding
distributed based on threats but, the
judgment we reached, not to eliminate
a minimum amount to go to every
State. The reason for that is unfortu-
nately the reality of the terrorist
threat and the nature of our terrorist
enemies. Yes, they have shown they
will strike at visible national symbols,
that to some extent they will focus on
big cities, but the fact is that anyone
who pays attention to the terrorist
mode of operating around the world
will see what they also do is to strike
at unpredictable, undefended, vulner-
able targets.

Remember, these people do not hold
themselves to any rules of civilized or
humane behavior, so they have no hesi-
tancy to put a bomb on a bus occupied
by families, men, women, children; to
attack a school and wantonly slaugh-
ter children, in some cases their teach-
ers. In a reality such as this, gruesome
and chilling as it is, the fact is every
part of America needs some help from
the Federal Government in getting
itself prepared to prevent and respond,
and that is exactly what this amend-
ment would do.

I continue to believe that this part of
our own domestic army of preventers
and responders in the war on terrorism
is not adequately funded. This amend-
ment does not of itself change that, but
it does represent a sensible bipartisan
approach and goes a long way to ensur-
ing that whatever funding we do pro-
vide—and I hope that number will in-
crease—is allocated in a manner that is
best designed to protect all of the
American people.

I thank Senator COLLINS and Senator
CARPER for the extraordinary work
they did on this issue in our com-
mittee. Senator CARPER, characteristic
of himself, took hold of a complicated
problem with difficult political rami-
fications to it but a real critical na-
tional need attached to it and worked
very hard to bring about this result,
which I feel very strongly deserves the
overwhelming support of Members of
the Senate.

I thank the chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, before
the Senator from Delaware makes his

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

comments, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senator from Minnesota, Mr.
COLEMAN, be added as a cosponsor to
the underlying bill, S. 2845, and that he
also be added as a cosponsor to the
pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, the
Senator from Minnesota has been one
of our most diligent committee mem-
bers in attending all of the hearings we
held throughout the August recess. He
was an active member of the com-
mittee throughout the debate on this
legislation, and I am very grateful to
have his support and cosponsorship.

I say to the Senator from Con-
necticut that I think along with the
cosponsorships we picked up yesterday,
this is a sign that as people look at our
legislation and learn more about it, it
is gaining even more support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, before
the chairman of our committee and
Senator LIEBERMAN head for their
meeting, I want to say in plain view of
everyone how proud I am of the leader-
ship they have provided to our com-
mittee. At a time when much of Wash-
ington, DC, was taking the month of
August off, they made sure that our
committee did not. At a time when
most Senators were scattered around
the world, the country, and back in
their own States, they made sure we
were here, and not just for any purpose
but to participate in a series of excel-
lent hearings.

I believe, and correct me if I am
wrong, we have had a total of eight
hearings thus far in the last month on
this subject, from all kinds of people
within the CIA, folks who have been
National Security Advisers, Secre-
taries of Defense, Secretaries of State,
Secretaries of Homeland Security. We
have heard from the Commissioners
themselves, the cochairs of the Com-
mission, and from their senior staff. It
has been an extraordinary education. It
has taken me a while to get my arms
around these issues. As we finished our
markup, I said to both Senator COLLINS
and Senator LIEBERMAN that a lot had
not been clear to me as we went
through the course of those hearings,
but as we went through the course of
the markup a number of issues, ques-
tions that had not been in focus for me,
came into focus.

I thank you for providing this ex-
traordinary month and a half for us to
prepare to offer this package to our
colleagues in the Senate. You have
done really good work. We are proud of
you.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Thank you.

Ms. COLLINS. Will the Senator yield
on that point?

Mr. CARPER. I am happy to yield.

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Senator
for his generous comments. I know
Senator LIEBERMAN joins me in com-
mending the Senator from Delaware
for his active participation in our hear-
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ings. I believe the Senator from Dela-
ware, as the Senator from Minnesota,
made an extraordinary effort to be
there, to question the witnesses, and
all of us now quote the Senator from
Delaware in various places and occa-
sions, in reminding our colleagues
that:

The main thing is to keep the main thing
the main thing.

Those words have become inexorably
linked to the debate on intelligence re-
form. We thank the Senator for that as
well.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, the
record should show those words should
not be directly attributed to me. They
are actually the words of a recently de-
parted minister, Methodist minister
from our State, Brooks Reynolds, who
would have been 89 years old on elec-
tion day. He used to give the opening
prayer at the Delaware General Assem-
bly. We would convene every January.
Among the things he would say to all
of us who would gather there in Dover
in the legislative hall:

The main thing is to keep the main thing
the main thing.

With respect to the underlying legis-
lation, we have done a good job of
doing that. What we have come up with
is legislation that I think is well de-
signed to ensure that key decision-
makers—be it the President or the
President’s Cabinet, those of us who
serve in the House and Senate, those
who serve in the intelligence commu-
nities themselves—that we have the in-
formation we need to have, we have it
in a timely way, and that we have the
information objectively. That will en-
able us to better protect this country
from terrorism in the 21st century.
That is the main thing, and I believe
the legislation before us today really
does help us keep the main thing the
main thing.

I wish to say a word or two, if I may
today, about the amendment Senator
CoLLINS and I have offered. It seeks to
address the issue of how to allocate
funds to first responders, and to also
enable the system of distribution that
we have to move forward with a little
less difficulty, a bit more smoothly,
and maybe somewhat more efficiently.

First, I wish to say how much I have
enjoyed working with Senator COLLINS.
We have worked on it well over a year,
and to express thanks to my staff and
especially to John Kilvington on my
staff for the great work he has done
with me and with Senator COLLINS’s
team.

What we seek to do with this amend-
ment before us today, I say to my col-
leagues, is to make a series of much
needed reforms to the state of the
Homeland Security Grant Program. As
many of my colleagues are aware, fund-
ing under the State Homeland Security
Grant Program today is distributed
somewhat arbitrarily. Much of the
money that is made available for
grants each year is distributed on a per
capita basis. It is based on a formula
that is actually included in the PA-
TRIOT Act.
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Some have criticized our current
homeland security grant formula say-
ing it shortchanges larger States such
as New York that are at the most risk
for attack. I agree. No one here,
though, disputes the fact that States
such as New York and California de-
serve the biggest share of Federal
funds.

But let me say clearly that funding
should not be based on population
alone. This may come as a surprise to
some of you from big States such as
Minnesota or Wyoming, but my home
State of Delaware is not very big but
we still have major vulnerabilities. We
have a significant port on the Delaware
River, the Port of Wilmington.
Through that port, frankly, more ba-
nanas come than any other port on the
east coast—grapes, Chilean fruit, and
steel. Delaware has been Kknown
through its history as the chemical
capital of the world, home to major
companies such as DuPont and Her-
cules and others. We have a number of
plants that dot the landscape. Dela-
ware is a financial center for our coun-
try, in downtown Wilmington, DE.

A lot of people go through Delaware.
If you do, you probably know I-95
passes through Delaware, one of the
busiest highways in the country. Inter-
state 495 does as well. The Northeast
corridor for Amtrak passes through
Delaware. Both freight railroads, CSX
and Norfolk Southern, two of the busi-
est railroads in America, pass through
Delaware.

To our east, we have the Delaware
River, a heavily trafficked river with
some cargo, including some hazardous
cargo that goes through our States, be-
tween our State and New Jersey on
that river. On the other side of the
Delaware is New Jersey and there is a
nuclear powerplant in Summit, NJ. All
of these factors tend to make our State
a not unattractive target for terrorists.

We need to make sure that whatever
we do, we protect States such as Dela-
ware that may not be the most popu-
lous but do have real safety and secu-
rity concerns. I believe—I might be
wrong, but I believe with this amend-
ment we have found a way to do that
without shortchanging our sister
States around the country.

The 9/11 Commission rightly pointed
out that the current grant formula
simply does not direct the Federal Gov-
ernment’s scarce homeland security re-
sources to the States and localities
that need it the most. They called on
Congress to create a new formula based
on an assessment of threats and
vulnerabilities that take into account
real risk factors such as population
density and the presence of critical in-
frastructure.

Our amendment does just that. The
formula we have crafted ensures that
the majority of Federal first respond-
ers’ aid each year goes to the States
most vulnerable to attack. In my judg-
ment and the judgment of my col-
leagues, our cosponsors, the formula is
a fair one. It would ensure that big
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States such as New York and Cali-
fornia and smaller, less populated
States such as Delaware, or less popu-
lous States such as Wyoming or Min-
nesota, receive our fair share of Fed-
eral homeland security dollars.

Large States will do much better
under this formula in the amendment
than they do under current law. This is
especially true for States with large,
densely populated cities or those that
are located along an international bor-
der. It is my hope that this amendment
will also better account for needs in
States such as Delaware that have
small populations but are located in
risky parts of the country and have
other significant vulnerabilities.

In addition, our amendment gives the
Secretary of Homeland Security the
authority to distribute a portion of
each year’s grant funding directly to
large cities such as New York or Wash-
ington, DC, where we are gathered
today, to help them meet their unique
security needs.

We do all of this while preserving the
small State minimum set out in cur-
rent law. This will ensure that small
States such as ours will continue to re-
ceive the resources they need, that we
need, to protect our citizens from po-
tential terrorist attack.

In addition to these important for-
mula changes which have been alluded
to by both Senator COLLINS and Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN, our amendment
makes this Homeland Security Grant
Program much more user friendly.

I don’t know if our Presiding Officer
or my colleague from Minnesota talked
to their Governors recently or their
mayors. Senator COLEMAN was once a
mayor so he could be talking to him-
self on this one, I suppose. But any of
us talking to our Governors or mayors
or first responders over the last couple
of years know how inefficient this pro-
gram can be and how frustrating it can
be to deal with. Under the current sys-
tem, anyone seeking a grant is faced
with, believe it or not, a 12-step appli-
cation process—12 steps. Once this
process is complete, first responders
then have to sit around and wait,
sometimes for months, before they see
that first dime.

Our amendment dramatically
streamlines this process; shortening
the 12-step application process to 2
steps, requiring that States pass grant
funds down to the local level within 60
days of receipt. Our amendment also
ensures that cities and local govern-
ments are involved in their State’s
planning and application process. Our
amendment also includes an important
provision giving States significant new
flexibility to use first responder aid
they receive to meet their most press-
ing security needs.

Under the current system, States are
given funding in four categories: No. 1,
planning; No. 2, training; No. 3, they
can use this money for exercises, and,
No. 4, for equipment purchases. The
States must spend a certain amount of
money in each category, even if their

September 28, 2004

homeland security plan calls for a dif-
ferent spending plan.

We propose, on the other hand, to
give States the ability to apply for a
waiver that would allow them to use
unspent training money, for example,
to purchase needed equipment, if that
is where their needs were to lie or,
frankly, the converse could be true.

Finally, our amendment creates a
one-stop shop within the Department
of Homeland Security. That one-stop
shop would enable applicants to obtain
grant information and other assist-
ance. It also lays the groundwork for
future reforms by authorizing a major
review of all existing homeland secu-
rity-related grant programs.

As part of this review, an inter-
agency committee will look at plan-
ning, will look at application and pa-
perwork requirements in an effort to
ensure that the different programs are
coordinated and do not impose duplica-
tive requirements on applicants. The
committee would then make rec-
ommendations for changes aimed not
at eliminating programs but at making
sure all of those programs work to-
gether in a coordinated fashion with as
small an administrative burden on ap-
plicants as possible.

In conclusion, this amendment is
based on Dbipartisan legislation re-
ported out of the Governmental Affairs
Committee unanimously this past
June. It is a product of more than a
year of debate on that committee
about how we could better serve our
first responders. The amendment en-
joys the support of Democrat and Re-
publican Senators from both large
States and from small States, and
when we have the opportunity to vote
on this amendment, I will certainly
urge our colleagues to vote for its
adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I want
to congratulate my colleague, the Sen-
ator from Delaware, for the out-
standing work he has done on this
amendment and, in fact, as the Senator
from Maine noted, his work involved in
the series of hearings that we had to
allow us to come before this body with
a piece of legislation that will make
America safer.

If I may reflect first on the process of
the underlying bill, we had a series of
I believe eight hearings. Sometimes
folks say we move too slow in these
hallowed halls. There was a concern
that in less than 2 months we would
come before this body with a bill that
provides major restructuring of the
way in which we handle the threat of
terrorism in this country, that some
might say we moved too hastily. But
one wouldn’t say that if they observed
the process.

Within those eight hearings, we had a
wellspring of information. We heard
from heads of the CIA in the 1970s,
1980s, and 1990s across party lines. I
think of that hearing. We talked about
the ‘‘three wise men’’ who came before
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us. We heard from agents who were ac-
tive in the field in hearings that were
not open to the public in which in fact
the names of the agents themselves
were still kept confidential. We heard
from members of the Commission. We
heard from representatives of the fami-
lies of the victims.

It was for me, relatively new in this
body, who served as a mayor, as the
Presiding Officer has served as a
mayor, and involved in politics at what
I call the bottom of the political food
chain, a fascinating educational experi-
ence. I learned a lot. I think my col-
leagues, no matter how long they were
in this body, learned a lot. We have all
learned a lot in the post-September 11,
2001 world.

As a result of what we heard, we
come before this body with some need-
ed reform—reform that has broad bi-
partisan support. I believe the process
we used represents the best of what
this body is all about, working in a bi-
partisan way dealing with some dif-
ficult issues, issues of life and death,
truly life and death, coming to some
conclusions, and in the end making
America a safer place.

I associate myself with the com-
ments of my colleague from Delaware
as he talked about the process because
I shared that experience.

I also want to talk about the under-
lying amendment, the Collins-
Lieberman-Carper amendment, again
from the prospective of a former lo-
cally elected official who appreciates
one-stop shopping. When I was dealing
with licensing in the city of St. Paul,
one of the things we did was set up one-
stop shopping so folks didn’t have to go
to 16 different places to fill out where
the application was, what had to be in
it, who you had to talk to, and it made
a difference. I talked with our con-
sumers. I know because I talked to
them. When you are mayor and go
down the street, people will grab you
by the elbow and tell you about the ex-
perience. They appreciated it.

With a matter as complex, as serious,
and as profound as dealing with the
issue of homeland security in a time
when our Nation faces threats of ter-
rorism, we managed in this amendment
to do a number of things which I be-
lieve are very helpful. We simplified a
process. We have taken something that
was a 12-step process and made it a 2-
step process.

We have accelerated the process re-
quiring States to provide 80 percent for
the homeland security resources they
receive at the local level within 60 days
without moving the money forward.
There are needs out there. People de-
serve to know that the resources are
there.

We provided flexibility, targeting the
most vulnerable areas, and also mak-
ing sure that all parts of the country
and all States have an opportunity to
do what needs to be done to provide a
greater measure of safety against the
threat of terrorism.

Minnesota is a big State. Wyoming is
a big State geographically, but not a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

big State in population. Much of the
area of Minnesota is rural. Yet within
the State of Minnesota, which is a big
State but not a highly-populated State,
with about 5 million people, we have
the Mall of America, probably one of
the most frequented tourist places in
the United States. Every year 35 mil-
lion people visit the Mall of America.

We have, of course, the Mississippi
River in Minnesota which starts as a
little stream right up there in Itasca
and becomes the great Mississippi of
legend, of Mark Twain, and eventually
finds its way to Louisiana and into the
gulf.

Along the Mississippi, we have a nu-
clear powerplant on an Indian reserva-
tion, the Prairie Island Reservation
right on the Mississippi River in Min-
nesota. We have Duluth, which is lo-
cated on Lake Superior, which is the
gateway to the Great Lakes and trans-
atlantic shipping.

We have miles and miles of border be-
tween Minnesota and Canada, a border
that is not heavily populated, that is
easily crossed, a border which in cer-
tain conditions is pretty tough to po-
lice. It is pretty tough up in Inter-
national Falls where it is minus 28 or
30 degrees Fahrenheit without wind
chill. Border agents up there have to
learn how to pull a trigger on a pistol
when it is very cold. It is not that easy.
They have to learn how to use snowmo-
biles and float planes, and all sorts of
things that may not be seen in other
parts of the country.

But we face challenges. Obviously, we
heard from Delaware, and the Pre-
siding Officer would be on the floor
now talking about Wyoming. He would
talk about the challenges that are
faced there.

This is an amendment that provides
the targeting of resources in the areas
where clearly there is the greatest
threat but provides the needed flexi-
bility so that places such as Inter-
national Falls in Minnesota or the Mall
of America or a nuclear powerplant on
the Mississippi River can also be pro-
tected.

This is an amendment that is a prod-
uct of the process I talked about. It has
bipartisan support. It has the support
of Senators from large States and
small States. It is something I believe
my colleagues will and should over-
whelmingly support.

I am honored to speak on behalf of
this amendment and to urge its adop-
tion. In doing so, I truly believe it will
make this country a safer place and it
will make it easier and make it
quicker. It will make it much more
practical for folks throughout this
country to access the funds they need
to provide a greater measure of protec-
tion against the threat of terrorism.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The
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Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I
would like to address two provisions in
the underlying bill that were the sub-
ject of much debate, much discussion
during our hearings on the 9/11 Com-
mission recommendations. One of them
had to do with the recommendation as
to whether the national intelligence di-
rector should serve at the pleasure of
the President or should serve a fixed
term.

The 9/11 Commission recommended
that the national intelligence director
serve at the pleasure of the President.
Some observers, however, have sug-
gested that making the NID serve a
fixed term would help preserve the
independence of the national intel-
ligence director. The Collins-
Lieberman bill creates a NID who will
be appointed by the President, con-
firmed by the Senate, and who will
serve at the pleasure of the President.
This is one of those discussions where
the words of the Senator from Dela-
ware ring true: the importance of mak-
ing sure we Kkeep the main thing the
main thing.

We had come before us, as I indicated
earlier, three former Directors of the
Central Intelligence Agency: William
Webster, James Woolsey, and
Stansfield Turner. Each of them testi-
fied that among all the powers of the
NID and the variables we needed to
consider when deciding whether to cre-
ate a national intelligence director,
the most important quality, the most
important variable for the national in-
telligence director to be effective is to
have the support of the President of
the United States.

The national intelligence director
will be responsible for overseeing a
broad range of intelligence functions
and operations in this country. His
ability to provide that kind of leader-
ship and direction in many ways will
be contingent upon having the support
of the Commander in Chief, having the
support of the President of the United
States.

Robert Mueller, who served a 10-year
term as FBI Director, testified that the
NID should serve at the pleasure of the
President. Director Mueller distin-
guished the FBI, which is expected to
be an independent investigative agen-
cy, from the office of the NID, which
will be responsible for advising the
President on intelligence matters, and
that advice will be shaping the Presi-
dent’s policy decisions. Among the re-
sponsibilities of the NID is to be the
principal adviser to the President him-
self.

Some believe that having the NID
serve a fixed term could help insulate
the national intelligence director from
political pressure. However, what it
would do is to insulate the national in-
telligence director from the President.
We cannot afford, in these difficult and
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challenging times, at a time when
America is under the threat of ter-
rorist attack, to have the national in-
telligence director marginalized by a
President who does not trust the na-
tional intelligence director.

The national intelligence director
will be one of the most powerful indi-
viduals in the U.S. Government, and he
will be one of the President’s closest
advisers. As such, the President has to
be able to select his own national intel-
ligence director. And all those in the
intelligence operations, all those in
other branches of Government who are
involved in intelligence gathering, in-
telligence processing, and intelligence
formulation of operation need to un-
derstand that the national intelligence
director has the absolute confidence of
the President of the United States.

There are a number of alternative
mechanisms to protect the objectivity
and the independence of the national
intelligence director. But, again, I
think it is critically important that
the national intelligence director have
the support of the President. And those
thoughts are not just the thoughts of
this Senator, but they were the ex-
pressed opinions of three former Direc-
tors of the Central Intelligence Agency
who came before our committee and
the opinion of the current head of the
FBI who himself has a 10-year term.

One of the other issues that was the
subject of a great deal of discussion
and focus was what type of authority
the national intelligence director
should have to develop and execute the
budget for national intelligence. It was
said many times, whoever controls the
money has the power.

We have made a judgment in this bill
to have a strong national intelligence
director, a national intelligence direc-
tor who has the confidence of the
President of the United States, but
also a national intelligence director
who will have control over the develop-
ment of the budget for the national in-
telligence program, including the au-
thority to coordinate, prepare, direct,
and present to the President the an-
nual budget for the national intel-
ligence program.

This bill gives the NID the authority
to manage and oversee the execution of
the national intelligence program, in-
cluding visibility and control over how
money is spent. It ensures that the
core national intelligence agencies—
the CIA, NSA, NGA, NRO, FBI Office of
Intelligence, and the Department of
Homeland Security Directorate of In-
formation Analysis and Infrastructure
Protection—are entirely within the
budgetary authority of the national in-
telligence director. And it gives the na-
tional intelligence director influence
over the budgets of intelligence-related
activities and organizations that are
outside the national intelligence direc-
tor.

Our approach is consistent with the
recommendations of the 9/11 Commis-
sion, which said the NID must be
given—and I quote—‘‘control over the
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purse strings,” including the power to
submit a unified budget for national in-
telligence, to receive the appropriation
for national intelligence, and to appor-
tion the funds to the appropriate agen-
cies in line with the budget.

The Commission viewed these budget
authorities as absolutely essential to
achieve the objectives of intelligence
reform. One of the chairs of the Com-
mission, Mr. Hamilton, said:

We would not create the national intel-
ligence director if he or she did not have
strong budget authority.

Former Directors of the Central In-
telligence Agency who testified before
our committee also supported giving
the national intelligence director
strong budget authority.

William Webster, who was both head
of the CIA and the FBI, said:

Control of the budget is essential to effec-
tive management of the intelligence commu-
nity.

James Woolsey, former Director of
the CIA, said:

If budget execution authority is given to
the [national intelligence director], he will
or she will have a much better ability to say
to the Secretary of State or the Secretary of
Defense, ‘“‘Look, I sympathize. I understand.
I know this fluent Arabic linguist is a very
rare asset, but you did not hear me. I really
need her or him.”

Again, who controls the money has
the power.

As Chairman Hamilton said: The
Commission would not have created a
national intelligence director if he or
she did not have strong budget author-
ity.

Senior officials in the Office of the
Director of Central Intelligence also
believe that stronger budget authority
is needed in order for the national in-
telligence director to truly be in
charge of the intelligence community.

John McLaughlin said the person re-
sponsible for the intelligence commu-
nity should ‘‘have full authority to de-
termine, reprogram and execute all
funding for the core national intel-
ligence agencies, principally CIA, NSA,
the NGA and NRO.”

On and on, the advice the committee
received was very clear: If you want to
have a strong national intelligence di-
rector, you must give him or her
strong budget authority.

Consumers of intelligence also testi-
fied that it would be desirable for the
national intelligence director to have
strong budget authority. Secretary of
State Colin Powell, at the hearing of
our committee on September 13, 2004,
said:

The [Director of Central Intelligence] was
there before, but the DCI did not have the
kind of authority [needed]. And in this town,
it’s budget authority that counts. Can you
move money? Can you set standards for peo-
ple. So you have access to the President?
The [national intelligence director] will have
all of that, and so I think this is a far more
powerful player. And that will help the State
Department.

Some of those who have brought a
different perspective have said that the
Director of Central Intelligence al-
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ready has the needed authority but
simply has failed to use it, and that if
budget execution authority is needed,
it should be given to the national intel-
ligence director by Executive order.

With respect to the NFIP budget, the
testimony before our committee—
much of it in closed session—dem-
onstrated that the Director of Central
Intelligence authorities in practice are
considerably weaker than they might
appear on paper. So what we heard was
how things work in the real world.
What we heard was the day-to-day re-
ality of how authority can be used, how
it can be challenged. If it is not crystal
clear, if it is not absolutely clear, if it
is not unequivocal, as laid out in this
bill, then, in fact, it may not in prac-
tice be as strong as one would desire.

The testimony also demonstrated
considerable confusion about the ac-
tual extent of the Director of Central
Intelligence legal authority which I
found to be quite interesting. We would
have before us various members of the
intelligence community, and there
would actually be a cross-discussion
going on as to whether there was, in
fact, this authority that one person be-
lieved was there but that the other per-
son didn’t believe was there. What we
do in this bill is to get rid of the confu-
sion and make it clear. We clarify any
ambiguity in the existing language and
make unmistakably clear Congress’s
intent that the national intelligence
director, not the Department heads,
will have the final say in developing
the national intelligence budget.

With respect to receiving the appro-
priation and budget execution, the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence clearly
does not have these key authorities
today. Neither the administration nor
we believe these authorities could be
given to the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, much less the national intel-
ligence director, which has not yet
been created by Congress, without con-
gressional action.

There is simply no excuse for Con-
gress not to act. This bill provides the
kind of action that was clearly laid out
before our committee as needed, as
supported by those both in the intel-
ligence network and the system, those
who are making the decisions and
those who are working with the deci-
sions that are being made.

I do hope this body supports the rec-
ommendation of the Commission, the
recommendation that is part of the bill
before us.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at 2:15, the Senate proceed to
a vote in relation to the McCain
amendment No. 3702, with no second
degrees in order to the amendment
prior to the vote; provided further that
there be 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided prior to the vote. Finally, I ask
consent that following the vote, Sen-
ator STEVENS be recognized in order to
make a statement.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, would the
Chair indicate, there are still two addi-
tional amendments that are pending?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the Senator’s request, there is just one
amendment.

Mr. REID. I understand the unani-
mous consent request talks about one
amendment, but if we dispose of that
amendment, there would still be two
amendments pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. REID. I would hope that fol-
lowing Senator STEVENS’s statement,
we could make arrangements to vote
on those two as early as possible this
afternoon and move on to other mat-
ters on this bill. All of these matters
have been debated thoroughly. I would
hope that after that, the majority lead-
er can arrange a time to vote on these
amendments. We are ready over here.
No objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COLEMAN. We will talk to the
Members over the lunch hour and see if
we can work this out.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

HOMELAND SECURITY

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am
here today on the eve of the debate
that will be occurring on Thursday
evening. I know most Americans will
be watching. I think they are probably
the most important debates, certainly,
since the Kennedy-Nixon debate, which
was the first one.

The issue, of course, is related to the
security of the country. I am going to
focus my few remarks on security here
at home, in terms of homeland secu-
rity.

Whatever you think of the war on
terror abroad—and there are many dif-
ferent views and we will hear some of
those on Thursday night—my view—
and I tend to be hawkish—is that
hawks should be as angry or more
angry with the President than doves,
because the bottom line is that Iraq
wasn’t thought through. We don’t have
a plan and there is nowhere really to
go. The idea of keeping faith and say-
ing, well, there will be elections in Jan-
uary and that will make everything
better, that is similar to the idea that
we will win the war in 3 weeks and that
will make everything better. It is sim-
ply not thought through and there are
all these chimerical sort of wishes and
hopes.

First, the election will not be held in
many parts of the country. Second, I
don’t think it is going to make the
basic problems go away. A devastating
commentary on the war in Iraq is that
we have been unable to spend money on
infrastructure. One of the whole theo-
ries is that we were going to rebuild
the country and show the Iraqis a bet-
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ter life. Because the terrorists who are
there—who are despicable—have been
able to do so much in terms of sabotage
and criminal activities, in terms of
taking those workers who would re-
build Iraq and treating them so bru-
tally, it has made it basically impos-
sible to rebuild. The President and his
administration admitted as much when
they took back the money for rebuild-
ing and are now putting it into secu-
rity.

Again, what everyone thinks about
the war overseas—and there are many
different views, and I believe JOHN
KERRY will enunciate a view that is far
more consonant with the American
people than what President Bush has
done so far. I say that as somebody who
supported the $87 billion and the vote
to go to war, because I believe we need
a strong, aggressive foreign policy.

I believe the war on terror is the
vital discussion of this decade and of
our generation, probably. To win the
war on terror, you need a good offense
and a good defense. On defense, I regret
to say, basically, this administration
has not come close to doing what is
necessary.

When you ask why, the bottom line
is very simple: They don’t want to
spend the money. Their idea after idea
after idea about air security, port secu-
rity, rail security, truck security—we
have the technology, not to make cer-
tain a terrorist attack doesn’t occur
but certainly to decrease the odds of it.
When you go to the people in the agen-
cies and ask why are you not doing this
or that, they say: We don’t have the
money. When we come to the floor and
argue about homeland security—as we
just did when the Appropriations bill
on homeland security came forward—
we were told by my friend from Mis-
sissippi, the chairman, that we are
spending enough. Let me tell you, we
are not spending close to enough in any
one of these areas.

Let’s say, God willing, we manage to
wipe out al-Qaida in the next year or
two, and let’s say the problems in Iraq
subside—in my view, because KERRY
will be elected and will handle them a
lot better than President Bush has—we
are still going to have new terrorist
threats.

Terrorism can be described in a sin-
gle sentence, which is that the very
technology that has blessed our lives
and accounted for so much of the pros-
perity we have seen over the last two
decades has an evil underside; namely,
that small groups of bad people can get
ahold of that technology and use it for
terrible purposes. So if al-Qaida is
gone—and let’s hope they will be—and
if terrorism in Iraq greatly declines—
and let’s hope that occurs—there are
going to be new groups that start using
this terrorism and using it against us
and trying to use it in our homeland. It
could be Chechnians; maybe they will
have a meeting and decide that instead
of blowing up movie theaters and air-
planes in Moscow, the real answer is to
go after the United States. Maybe it
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will be East Timorese, who have been
fighting for independence in east Asia.
For all we know, it could be skinheads
in Montana who decide to do this—a
couple of them did it in Oklahoma
City—but in a more structured and de-
structive way, God forbid. So we can-
not even Kkeep track of the various
groups that could hurt us.

The sad fact is, if 500 random people
around the world, with some leader-
ship, were injected with an evil virus
and they were to decide, fanatically,
they would devote the next 5 years of
their lives to figuring out how to hurt
America and try to implement it, the
odds are too high that they could suc-
ceed.

So do we need a good offense? Yes, we
do. Do we need a good defense? You
bet. On area after area after area, we
are not doing enough. Let me catalog a
few.

Air security, here we are doing some-
thing of a better job than we have done
in the past. The screeners, for all the
problems they have, are a lot better
than they were before 9/11 when they
were paid minimum wage by private se-
curity companies. Some didn’t speak
English adequately. We are inspecting
cargo.

But probably the No. 1 way terrorists
could now hurt us as we travel in the
air is by using shoulder-held missiles.
We know the terrorists have them, al-
Qaida has them, and they are available
on the black market. We are slow
walking any attempt to put on our
commercial airplanes the mechanism
to deflect the rockets, the heat-seeking
rockets that emerge from shoulder-
held missiles.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. SCHUMER. Yes.

Mr. REID. Is the Senator aware that
on at least five different occasions we
have had votes on the Senate floor
where we have asked for increased
funding for homeland security and the
Bush people have turned it down
through various ways? I amplify that
by saying these are all set forth in Sen-
ator BYRD’s best-selling book. Is the
Senator aware we tried to get money
for real homeland security—not secu-
rity in Iraq but security for the Amer-
ican people—and this has been turned
down; is he aware of that?

Mr. SCHUMER. I am aware of it, and
it frustrates me to no end. Senator
BYRD has had amendments, Senator
MURRAY has had amendments, Senator
CORZINE has had amendments, Senator
CLINTON and I have had amendments,
one after the other, and they are
turned down.

I say to my colleague from Nevada, I
have asked people in the administra-
tion, both present and former—a few
who quit in disgust—are President
Bush and his people not aware of the
dangers? They basically say, no, they
are aware of the dangers, but they
don’t want to spend any money here at
home. They would rather have all the
money go to tax cuts, and so it is not
that they do nothing in each of these
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areas; they do the bare minimum: Let’s
have a study and let it take 2 years.
Let’s decide on what to do down the
road.

For every year we wait, we become
more vulnerable.

Mr. REID. Being more specific, is the
Senator aware we have tried to address
rail security and Amtrak security?
Turned down. On several occasions,
port security, turned down. Is he aware
we have tried to get specific money to
first responders? Turned down. The
Senator is aware of this and other
measures—for example, hazardous
chemicals security, which Senator
CORZINE has pushed so much. The Sen-
ator is aware of each of these, and we
have had votes and have been turned
down on the floor by the majority on
all requests.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am
aware, to answer my good friend from
Nevada, of this. I am frustrated by it,
and, frankly, I am befuddled by it be-
cause an administration that is so ag-
gressive when it comes to taking the
war overseas and will ask us for bil-
lions and billions more at the drop of a
hat——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12:30
p.m. having arrived, the Senate will
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:30 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. VOINOVICH).

———

NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE REFORM
ACT OF 2004—Continued

Mr. THOMAS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3702

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided on the McCain amendment.

The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, this
amendment is designed to address
transportation security-related rec-

ommendations of the 9/11 Commission.
The amendment is almost identical to
Title VII of S. 2774, the 9/11 Commis-
sion Report Implementation Act of
2004, which Senator LIEBERMAN and I
introduced earlier this month.
The amendment implements
Commission’s recommendations

the
on
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transportation security in the fol-
lowing three ways: One, establishing a
national strategy for transportation
security; two, assigning responsibility
for the ‘“‘no-fly list” to the Transpor-
tation Security Administration; and,
three, enhancing passenger and cargo
screening.

This amendment is the next step in
fulfilling the mandate of the 9/11 Com-
mission recommendations and ensuring
we move forward in addressing the
vulnerabilities in our transportation
systems. These provisions should not
be controversial, and I urge my col-
leagues to support the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to support the amendment which I
cosponsored with Senator MCCAIN. This
is the first of several he and I will be
introducing, along with other Mem-
bers, which would implement rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission
not included in the underlying bill that
Senator COLLINS and I have introduced
which focuses on intelligence reform.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
am pleased to support my colleague’s
amendment to implement the 9/11 Com-
mission’s recommendations on improv-
ing aviation security. Senator McCAIN
and I have worked closely over the last
several years to strengthen our avia-
tion security network. Although I
strongly agree with the 9/11 Commis-
sion’s recommendations for improving
aviation security, I believe that Con-
gress must go further than the Com-
mission’s recommendations if we are to
continue to improve our aviation secu-
rity system.

It is for this reason that I have filed
my bill, S. 2393, the Aviation Security
Advancement Act, as an amendment to
this legislation as well. I would note
that Senator MCCAIN is a cosponsor of
my bill. In addition, to incorporating
the recommendations of the 9/11 Com-
mission, my bill also includes specific
requirements to improve air cargo and
general aviation security, which I have
long felt to be significant gaps in our
security system and the 9/11 Commis-
sion specifically cited as a weakness.
My bill also authorizes funding for
these new security requirements.

This legislation was passed unani-
mously out of the Commerce Com-
mittee last week. This legislation is
also supported by the airline industry.
I hope that the Senate will consider
this legislation later this week. My
amendment is cosponsored by Senators
HOLLINGS, LAUTENBERG, SNOWE, and
SCHUMER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3702.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA), the Sen-
ator from North Carolina (Mr. ED-
WARDS), and the Senator from Massa-
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chusetts (Mr. KERRY) are necessarily
absent.
The result was announced—yeas 97,
nays, 0, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 189 Leg.]

YEAS—97

Alexander Dole Lugar
Allard Domenici McCain
Allen Dorgan McConnell
Baucus Durbin Mikulski
Bayh Ens@gn Miller
Bgnnett Enzi Murkowski
Biden Feingold Murray
Bingaman Feinstein
Bond Fitzgerald g:}:gi EEE))
Boxer Frist Nickles
Breaux Graham (FL)
Brownback Graham (SC) Pryor
Bunning Grassley Reed
Burns Gregg Reid
Byrd Hagel Roberts
Campbell Harkin Rockefeller
Cantwell Hatch Santorum
Carper Hollings Sarbanes
Chafee Hutchison Schumer
Chambliss Inhofe Sessions
Clinton Inouye Shelby
Cochran Jeffords Smith
Coleman Johnson Snowe
Collins Kennedy Specter
Conrad Kohl Stabenow
Cornyn Kyl Stevens
Corzine Landrieu Sununu
Craig Lautenberg T

alent
Crapo Leahy Thomas
Daschle Levin . .
Dayton Lieberman Voinovich
DeWine Lincoln Warner
Dodd Lott Wyden

NOT VOTING—3

Akaka Edwards Kerry

The amendment (No. 3702) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that Senator STEVENS
no longer needs to use his time at this
time. I believe he will be speaking
later. So I ask unanimous consent to
vitiate the order that reserved time for
Senator STEVENS and instead have Sen-
ator HUTCHISON recognized to offer an
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Texas.

AMENDMENT NO. 3711

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 3711, which is
at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON]
proposes an amendment numbered 3711.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide for air cargo safety, and
for other purposes)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

TITLE —AIR CARGO SAFETY
SEC. —01. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘““Air Cargo

Security Improvement Act’’.

SEC. —02. INSPECTION OF CARGO CARRIED
ABOARD PASSENGER AIRCRAFT.

Section 44901(f) of title 49, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:
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““(f) CARGO.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Home-
land Security shall establish systems to
screen, inspect, or otherwise ensure the secu-
rity of all cargo that is to be transported
in—

“‘(A) passenger aircraft operated by an air
carrier or foreign air carrier in air transpor-
tation or intrastate air transportation; or

‘“(B) all-cargo aircraft in air transpor-
tation and intrastate air transportation.

‘(2) STRATEGIC PLAN.—The Secretary shall
develop a strategic plan to carry out para-
graph (1) within 6 months after the date of
enactment of the Air Cargo Security Im-
provement Act.

‘(3) PILOT PROGRAM.—The Secretary shall
conduct a pilot program of screening of
cargo to assess the effectiveness of different
screening measures, including the use of ran-
dom screening. The Secretary shall attempt
to achieve a distribution of airport partici-
pation in terms of geographic location and
size.”.

SEC. —03. AIR CARGO SHIPPING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter
449 of title 49, United States Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

“§44925. Regular inspections of air cargo
shipping facilities

““The Secretary of Homeland Security shall
establish a system for the regular inspection
of shipping facilities for shipments of cargo
transported in air transportation or intra-
state air transportation to ensure that ap-
propriate security controls, systems, and
protocols are observed, and shall enter into
arrangements with the civil aviation au-
thorities, or other appropriate officials, of
foreign countries to ensure that inspections
are conducted on a regular basis at shipping
facilities for cargo transported in air trans-
portation to the United States.”.

(b) ADDITIONAL INSPECTORS.—The Sec-
retary may increase the number of inspec-
tors as necessary to implement the require-
ments of title 49, United States Code, as
amended by this subtitle.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The chapter
analysis for chapter 449 of title 49, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following:
¢“44925. Regular inspections of air cargo ship-

ping facilities’.
SEC. —04. CARGO CARRIED ABOARD PASSENGER
AIRCRAFT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter
449 of title 49, United States Code, is further
amended by adding at the end the following:

“§ 44926. Air cargo security

‘‘(a) DATABASE.—The Secretary of Home-
land Security shall establish an industry-
wide pilot program database of known ship-
pers of cargo that is to be transported in pas-
senger aircraft operated by an air carrier or
foreign air carrier in air transportation or
intrastate air transportation. The Secretary
shall use the results of the pilot program to
improve the known shipper program.

““(b) INDIRECT AIR CARRIERS.—

‘(1) RANDOM INSPECTIONS.—The Secretary
shall conduct random audits, investigations,
and inspections of indirect air carrier facili-
ties to determine if the indirect air carriers
are meeting the security requirements of
this title.

‘‘(2) ENSURING COMPLIANCE.—The Secretary
may take such actions as may be appropriate
to promote and ensure compliance with the
security standards established under this
title.

‘“(3) NOTICE OF FAILURES.—The Secretary
shall notify the Secretary of Transportation
of any indirect air carrier that fails to meet
security standards established wunder this
title.
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‘‘(4) WITHDRAWAL OF SECURITY PROGRAM AP-
PROVAL.—The Secretary may issue an order
amending, modifying, suspending, or revok-
ing approval of a security program of an in-
direct air carrier that fails to meet security
requirements imposed by the Secretary if
such failure threatens the security of air
transportation or commerce. The affected in-
direct air carrier shall be given notice and
the opportunity to correct its noncompliance
unless the Secretary determines that an
emergency exists. Any indirect air carrier
that has the approval of its security program
amended, modified, suspended, or revoked
under this section may appeal the action in
accordance with procedures established by
the Secretary under this title.

¢(5) INDIRECT AIR CARRIER.—In this sub-
section, the term ‘indirect air carrier’ has
the meaning given that term in part 1548 of
title 49, Code of Federal Regulations.

“(c) CONSIDERATION OoF COMMUNITY
NEEDS.—In implementing air cargo security
requirements under this title, the Secretary
may take into consideration the extraor-
dinary air transportation needs of small or
isolated communities and unique operational
characteristics of carriers that serve those
communities.”’.

(b) ASSESSMENT OF INDIRECT AIR CARRIER
PROGRAM.—The Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity shall assess the security aspects of the
indirect air carrier program under part 1548
of title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, and
report the result of the assessment, together
with any recommendations for necessary
modifications of the program to the Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation and the House of Representa-
tives Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure within 60 days after the date of
enactment of this Act. The Secretary may
submit the report and recommendations in
classified form.

(¢c) REPORT TO CONGRESS ON RANDOM AU-
DITS.—The Secretary of Homeland Security
shall report to the Senate Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation and
the House of Representatives Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure on ran-
dom screening, audits, and investigations of
air cargo security programs based on threat
assessments and other relevant information.
The report may be submitted in classified
form.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The chapter
analysis for chapter 449 of title 49, United
States Code, as amended by section 3, is
amended by adding at the end the following:
€‘44926. Air cargo security’’.

SEC. —05. TRAINING PROGRAM FOR CARGO HAN-
DLERS.

The Secretary of Homeland Security shall
establish a training program for any persons
that handle air cargo to ensure that the
cargo is properly handled and safe-guarded
from security breaches.

SEC. —06. CARGO CARRIED ABOARD ALL-CARGO
AIRCRAFT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Home-
land Security shall establish a program re-
quiring that air carriers operating all-cargo
aircraft have an approved plan for the secu-
rity of their air operations area, the cargo
placed aboard such aircraft, and persons hav-
ing access to their aircraft on the ground or
in flight.

(b) PLAN REQUIREMENTS.—The plan shall
include provisions for—

(1) security of each carrier’s air operations
areas and cargo acceptance areas at the air-
ports served;

(2) background security checks for all em-
ployees with access to the air operations
area;

(3) appropriate training for all employees
and contractors with security responsibil-
ities;
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(4) appropriate screening of all flight crews
and persons transported aboard all-cargo air-
craft;

(5) security procedures for cargo placed on
all-cargo aircraft as provided in section
44901(f)(1)(B) of title 49, United States Code;
and

(6) additional measures deemed necessary
and appropriate by the Secretary.

(c) CONFIDENTIAL INDUSTRY REVIEW AND
COMMENT.—

(1) CIRCULATION OF PROPOSED PROGRAM.—
The Secretary shall—

(A) propose a program under subsection (a)
within 90 days after the date of enactment of
this Act; and

(B) distribute the proposed program, on a
confidential basis, to those air carriers and
other employers to which the program will
apply.

(2) COMMENT PERIOD.—Any person to which
the proposed program is distributed under
paragraph (1) may provide comments on the
proposed program to the Secretary not more
than 60 days after it was received.

(3) FINAL PROGRAM.—The Secretary of
Homeland Security shall issue a final pro-
gram under subsection (a) not later than 90
days after the last date on which comments
may be provided under paragraph (2). The
final program shall contain time frames for
the plans to be implemented by each air car-
rier or employer to which it applies.

(4) SUSPENSION OF PROCEDURAL NORMS.—
Neither chapter 5 of title 5, United States
Code, nor the Federal Advisory Committee
Act (6 U.S.C. App.) shall apply to the pro-
gram required by this section.

SEC. —07. PASSENGER  IDENTIFICATION
VERIFICATION.

(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Secretary of
Homeland Security may establish and carry
out a program to require the installation and
use at airports in the United States of the
identification verification technologies the
Secretary considers appropriate to assist in
the screening of passengers boarding aircraft
at such airports.

(b) TECHNOLOGIES EMPLOYED.—The identi-
fication verification technologies required as
part of the program under subsection (a)
may include identification scanners, bio-
metrics, retinal, iris, or facial scanners, or
any other technologies that the Secretary
considers appropriate for purposes of the pro-
gram.

(¢) COMMENCEMENT.—If the Secretary de-
termines that the implementation of such a
program is appropriate, the installation and
use of identification verification tech-
nologies under the program shall commence
as soon as practicable after the date of that
determination.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
SNOWE be added as a cosponsor of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise today to offer the Air Cargo Secu-
rity Act as an amendment to the Intel-
ligence Reform Act. This is a measure
that we need to pass to answer some of
the criticisms in the 9/11 Commission
Report regarding cargo security.

I am going to talk further about this
bill, but I would like to offer Senator
McCAIN some of the time to also talk
because he was one of the cosponsors.
It went through the Commerce Com-
mittee with his chairmanship. We all
agree this is a bill that is needed to add
to the security that is in the bill in ac-
cordance with the 9/11 Commission Re-
port.
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I yield to Senator MCCAIN for his re-
marks, and then I will finish my pres-
entation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Texas. She has been
on this issue for at least 3 years that I
know of. We passed this bill twice
through the Senate. Under the chair-
manship of Senator HUTCHISON, we had
extensive hearings on this issue in the
Commerce Committee.

I believe this is a very important
issue. Senator HUTCHISON has many im-
portant aviation assets in her State,
including major airports that are not
only for passengers but for ports of
entry as well.

I say to Senator HUTCHISON, thank
you, because I think this is a very im-
portant bill. I tell my colleagues, it has
been passed twice through the Senate.
It is unfortunate that we have to go
back and revisit it.

Finally, we made a commitment that
we would try to address all 41 of the
recommendations of the 9/11 Commis-
sion, not always in a positive fashion
but at least have them addressed. This
is one of the recommendations of the 9/
11 Commission.

I thank Senator HUTCHISON, and I
urge my colleagues to support this
very important amendment. Air cargo,
according to many experts, is a subject
that certainly needs increased security
and increased attention. I think this
amendment does that. I thank my col-
league from Texas, Senator HUTCHISON.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Commerce Committee, Senator
McCaAIN, for adding his support to this
bill. We would not have gotten it
through the Commerce Committee
without his support. I think it adds im-
measurably to the bill that is before us
today.

Congressional action following 9/11
quickly created the Transportation Se-
curity Administration to address the
appalling security gaps exposed by ter-
rorists. We took drastic but appro-
priate steps to considerably increase
security of our airports and planes, and
3 years later we are light-years ahead
of where we were on that horrific day.

I am pleased that the 9/11 Commis-
sion raises issues that are similar to
those I have discussed since we enacted
the Aviation and Transportation Secu-
rity Act. The Commission report
states:

Concerns also remain regarding the screen-
ing and transport of checked bags and cargo.
More attention and resources should be di-
rected to reducing or mitigating the threat
posed by explosives in vessels’ cargo holds.

I have worked since 2001 to enact
stringent air cargo security standards
and, along with Senator FEINSTEIN, in-
troduced the Air Cargo Security Act to
create a comprehensive system to se-
cure shippers, freight forwarders, and
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carriers. The Senate has twice passed
this bill unanimously, but it remains
stalled in the House of Representa-
tives.

The bottom line is this: Are we safer
than on September 11?7 Absolutely. But
have we done enough? Not yet. So I
think we can do more. I think this is
an opportunity for us to address this
issue.

The Air Cargo Security Act will
make a difference in our Nation’s air
security. One thing we have not pro-
vided since 9/11 is security in the belly
of the aircraft equal to protections for
passenger areas and airports. Cargo is
shipped on passenger aircraft, in some
cases, without being screened. That is
why we need this amendment.

The Air Cargo Security Act would es-
tablish a reliable known-shipper pro-
gram, mandate inspections of cargo fa-
cilities, and direct the Transportation
Security Agency to work with foreign
countries to institute regular inspec-
tions at facilities that bring cargo into
the United States.

The legislation would develop a
training program for air cargo handlers
and give TSA the power to revoke the
license of a shipper or freight forwarder
whose practices are unsound. These
provisions will go a long way toward
further securing aircraft in our coun-
try. All of us want America to have the
safest aviation system in the world.
Closing the cargo loophole is an impor-
tant step.

There is no doubt in my mind that
the traveling public is considerably
safer. We have made changes to ensure
our screeners undergo background
checks, training, and testing. Checked
bags are scrutinized, flight crew train-
ing is constantly being improved, and
we are traveling in a more secure sys-
tem. But we must address the cargo
issue.

Mr. President, 22 percent of all air
cargo in the United States is carried on
passenger flights, only a tiny fraction
of which is inspected.

Beyond transport on passenger
planes, there are other issues in the
cargo arena. Identification cards used
by workers are generally not secured
with fingerprints or other biometric
identifiers. Background checks for
cargo employees are still inadequate.

Perhaps the weakest link in the
cargo security chain is the freight for-
warder. These are the middlemen who
collect cargo from the shippers and de-
liver it to the air carrier. Regulations
governing these companies are lax, and
the TSA is finding security violations
when it conducts inspections. Under
current law, however, TSA lacks the
authority to revoke the shipping privi-
leges of freight forwarders that repeat-
edly violate security procedures. This
air cargo security amendment would
give TSA that power.

Air cargo security is not a new prob-
lem. In 1988, Pan Am 103 went down
over Lockerbie, Scotland, because of
explosives planted inside a radio in the
cargo hold of a passenger airplane. The
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1996 Valujet crash in the Everglades
was caused by high-pressure tanks that
never should have been put on a pas-
senger aircraft in the first place.

My amendment will strengthen air
cargo security on all commercial
flights. It establishes a more reliable
known shipper program by requiring
inspections of facilities, creating an ac-
cessible shipper database, and pro-
viding for tamper-proof identification
cards for airport personnel. It gives
TSA the tools required to hold shippers
accountable for the contents they ship
by allowing the administration to re-
voke the license of a shipper or freight
forwarder engaged in unsound or illegal
practices. This is the most important
part of the bill. The TSA has told me
time and again they need to have this
capability in order to revoke licenses
when they find an unsafe situation.

I have had the support of my col-
leagues, such as Senator MCCAIN. Sen-
ator LOTT, the chairman of the Avia-
tion Subcommittee, has worked with
me on this bill. We have passed this bill
twice in the Senate. It is a bill we have
looked at, we have vetted. We have had
hearings.

I see my colleague Senator LOTT, the
chairman of the Aviation Sub-
committee, is on the floor of the Sen-
ate. He knows this bill. He worked with
me to perfect it. If we can put this
amendment on this very important
piece of legislation, it will add immeas-
urably to our aviation security. We
will have the most secure aviation sys-
tem in the world with this amendment
on this particular legislation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I congratu-
late the Senator from Texas for her de-
termination in this area. It is one of
the places where there was a gap in our
aviation security. It is one that she has
been working on, thinking about, going
back to the last Congress. I think one
of the last things we did in the last
Congress was the Senate let this issue
go through, but we didn’t get it com-
pleted. She has continued to work on
it. There were some concerns. Those
concerns have been worked on and de-
veloped and straightened out, and this
is a good piece of legislation. It passed
the full Commerce Committee over-
whelmingly last week. It is supported
by the industry. I want the record to
show that it would not be happening if
it were not for her determination and
her leadership. It is good legislation.

The title of this bill is National In-
telligence Reform Act. I want us to
concentrate on the intelligence area
and the reforms that are necessary to
give the national intelligence director
the real strength he or she may need to
make sure our intelligence community
does its job. It talks about the national
counterintelligence center. This was
done at the recommendation of the 9/11
Commission for intelligence and secu-
rity reforms. So while I don’t want this
to just become a debate about various



September 28, 2004

security areas, I would like us to focus
on intelligence. This is an area where
there clearly was a gap. This is an area
where thoughtful legislation was avail-
able. I believe it is appropriate to be
added.

I hope we will support the chairman
of the committee and the ranking
member who have worked hard to get
this legislation through in a reasonable
time. We will have some good debates,
and we will have some disagreements.
We will have some votes. But at the
end of the day, we need to get this done
because the Commission has made it
clear where there are gaps and where
there are problems, both in the execu-
tive branch and in the legislative
branch. We also have to have the fol-
low-on congressional reforms that will
allow us to do a better job on oversight
because we are part of the problem.

For those who have questions or have
concerns or have amendments, my ar-
gument is, come forth. Let’s have the
amendments. Let’s debate them in the
light of day. Let’s have a full debate
and let’s vote. But let’s get this done
because this is about real issues. A lot
of times we debate, we vote on things
that won’t affect our lives immediately
or affect people’s ability to do the job
under national security. But this legis-
lation is about lives. It is about what
happened on 9/11. It is about what will
happen again if we don’t step up to this
important issue and make sure that
our executive branch is set up in such
a way as to do the job, that they have
the right chain of command and that
somebody is in charge, somebody who
reports only to the President, some-
body who can make a decision about
the placement of satellites, somebody
who will give us the information we
need to know, not only about how
much money is spent but where it is
spent.

That has been one of our problems.
The Congress has not been putting
money in many instances where it
should have gone so that our intel-
ligence community would have had
what they needed to do the job. Just
this very day, we understand the FBI
does not have the linguists they need
to translate intercepts. Now it has be-
come so voluminous it is uncontrol-
lable. That is scary. But it is a real
problem. We are not going to solve it
just with this bill or just in this week.
If we don’t begin now, it will make the
day even more inevitable or closer that
we are going to have another disaster
on our hands.

I am here today to tell the com-
mittee members I support their effort.
They have done a good job. We can
make it stronger, I believe. But I am
going to be supporting getting this
work completed.

I thank the chairman of the com-
mittee and I thank the sponsor of this
amendment for the work she has done
on this cargo security issue.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.
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Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Aviation Subcommittee, the Sen-
ator from Mississippi. In fact, one of
the unanimous consents we had when
we took this intelligence reform bill to
the floor was that all the amendments
would have to be relevant to the 9/11
Commission. The amendment before us
is relevant. I think because the Senate
has acted on this, it will be a valuable
contribution to the bill.

I appreciate the help and counsel of
the Senator from Mississippi. I thank
the distinguished chairman and rank-
ing member of the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee for bringing this bill
to the Senate floor. We will pass this
bill, and it will be a good bill. We are
all going to work together to make
that happen, which the distinguished
chairman and ranking member have al-
ready proven.

I ask for the yeas and nays at the ap-
propriate time for whenever it can be
scheduled along the lines that the
chairman and ranking member would
schedule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, before
the Senator from Mississippi has to
leave the floor, I want to thank him for
his advice and his support as we bring
this very important legislation before
the Senate for consideration. I very
much value the advice and support of
the Senator, and I appreciate all he is
doing to help move this legislation for-
ward. He has been a very early voice in
identifying the flaws in our current in-
telligence system and has been stal-
wart in his support for significant re-
form. I thank the Senator from Mis-
sissippi.

I also commend the Senator from
Texas for her continued effort to exam-
ine the recommendations of the 9/11
Commission and to pursue legislative
solutions, particularly in the area of
improving the security of cargo and
general aviation security in general.
Senator HUTCHISON has been a long-
time leader in this area. Her amend-
ment encompasses a significant por-
tion of S. 165 that the Senate passed by
unanimous consent in May. I commend
her for her foresight in recognizing
areas of concern that have been singled
out by the 9/11 Commission.

In the Commission’s report, for ex-
ample, the Commission noted that:

Major vulnerabilities still exist in cargo
and general aviation security.

The Commission went on to say that:

The TSA and Congress must give priority
attention to improving the ability of screen-
ing checkpoints to detect explosives.

The Commission says:

More attention and resources should be di-
rected to reducing or mitigating the threat
posed by explosives in vessels’ cargo holds.

These are all areas of weakness iden-
tified by the Commission that the Sen-
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ator from Texas would address in her
amendment. It will assist in imple-
menting several of the Commission’s
recommendations and as a whole will
help to make our Nation’s air pas-
sengers, air carriers, and air cargo
more secure. I would note that the De-
partment of Homeland Security has no
objections to the Senator’s amend-
ment. When the roll call does occur, I
will be urging our colleagues to sup-
port her efforts.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to support the amendment of Sen-
ator HUTCHISON. I thank her for pro-
posing it. She was ahead of her time
because she has been on this case,
along with members of the Commerce
Committee, at least since March of last
year, when the bill came out of the
Commerce Committee; in fact, the Sen-
ate passed this bill unanimously in
May of 2003.

Unfortunately, there has been no ac-
tion that meets up with this bill in the
House. So Senator HUTCHISON is quite
right to introduce this as an amend-
ment to our underlying reform of the
intelligence community. This is di-
rectly relevant to the 9/11 Commis-
sion’s conclusion that ‘“‘major vulner-
ability still exists in cargo and general
aviation security. These, together
within adequate screening and access
controls, continue to present aviation
security challenges.” That comes from
the 9/11 Commission.

The Commission concluded that we
are safer than we were on September
11, 2001, but we are not yet safe. This
underlying bill is aimed at reforming
our intelligence community so we will
be safe, so we can see the threats com-
ing at us, hear them, and stop them be-
fore the terrorists are able to strike,
but also that we may adopt other pro-
visions of the 9/11 Commission report.

Senator McCAIN and I introduced an
amendment that was the first to pass a
short while ago. I hope this amendment
will pass as well, because it tightens
existing weaknesses, loopholes in the
screening of cargo transported in pas-
senger aircraft, openi